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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

THURSDAY, January 10, 1907.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Hexry N. Coupex, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.
LIEUTENANT-GENERAL.

Mr. DALZELL., Mr. Speaker, I submit the following privi-
leged report from the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DaArzerr] submits a privileged report from the Committee on
Rules, which the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

The Committee on Rules, to whom was referred the resolution of the
House No. 738, have had the same under consideration and recommend
that the followim., resolution be agreed to in lien thereof :

“Resolved, That in considering in Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union the bill H. R. 23551, ‘A bill making appro-
griations for the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending June

1908," it shall be in order to consider as an amendment thereto the
following. ‘When the office of Lientenant-General shall become vacant
it shall not thereafter be filled, but said office shall cease and deter-
mine, but nothing in this provision shall affect the retired list.

Mr. DALZELIL. Mr. Speaker, on the adoptioa of the resolu-
tion I ask for the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Darzerr] is entitled to twenty minutes.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me hardly neces-
sary to spend any time in explanation of this rule. Theé amend-
ment suggested, abolishing the office of Lieutenant-General when
the next vacancy occurs, was part of the text of the Army bill
as it was reported to the House from the Committee on Military
Affairs. When that portion of the bill was reached, a point of
order was made that it was new legislation, and the point of
order was sustained and the paragraph went out.

It seems to the committee that in submitting this rule they
are simply furnishing the House an opportunity to put into legis-
lation what has heretofore been declared to be the will of the
House. There is no doubt that there is an almost unanimous
consensus of opinion that the amendment ought to be adopted.
This was evidenced by ithe action of the House at the last ses-
sion of Congress, when, although it refused to pass such an
amendment because it would then have applied to two major-

. generals who had been designated to fill the place, it did subse-

quently pass in a special bill substantially the same provision
that is now submitted. I believe that there is an opinion pre-
vailing that it was a mistake to create the office of Lieutenant-
General for any officer after the death of General Sheridan;
that the distinetion should have been confined to Generals Grant,
Sherman, and Sheridan. But as often as one officer after an-
other of the civil war attained to the position where he would be
entitled to this place, if it was to be created, Congress felt it
would be unfair to deprive him of what his predecessors had
had. The reason that existed for giving this distinetion to these
officers has now ceased to exist. All the officers of the civil war
who would be entitled by reason of their seniority to become
Lieutenant-Generals have been provided for, and if the office is to
continue it will be conferred hereafter upon those who have had
no connection with the eivil war.

1 want to say here, while I am on the floor, it is a great mis-
take to assume, as I have heard it assumed on the outside, that
this measure is aimed at the interest of some or any Army of-
ficer, The measure is intended, I think, by the House to be
passed as a measure of justice, because the reason existing for
the creation of the office has ceased, and the office should like-
wise cease with the reason. The legislation has no particular
party or parties In view.

1 am ready to yield time to any gentleman who desires it. If
no one desires time, I ask for a vote.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The question was taken; and the resolution was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. E

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amendment
bills of the following titles:

II. R. 21202, An act fixing the time for homestead entrymen
on lands embraced in the Wind River or Shoshone Indian Res-
ervation to establish residence on same; and

H. R. 21951. An act to authorize the Alabama, Tennessee and
Northern Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the
Tombighee River, in the State of Alabama.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills
and joint resolution of the following titles; in which the concur-
rence of the House of Remesentatives was requested :

XLI—57

8.06137. An act granting an increase of pension to Fannie L.
Pike; K
B?I 6145. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch.

olles ;

8. 6587. An act granting an increase of pension to Marcus M.
Currier ;

8. 6606. An act granting an increase of pension to Eli M.
Skinner ;

HS. 6823. An act granting an increase of pension to John H.
olsey ;

8. 6828. An act granting an increase of pension to Walter D.
Greene ; )

8.7295. An act granting an increase of pension to Gabriel
Campbell ;

S.7384. An act granting an increase of pension to Orson B.
Johnson ;

8.6578. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the appointment of a sealer and assistant sealer of weights
and measures in the District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved March 2, 1895, and to amend an act amenda-
tory thereof approved June 20, 1906;

S.7372. An act to authorize the acceptance by the Secretary
of the Navy, as a gift, of a sailboat for use of the midshipmen
at the Naval Academy ; and

S. R. 81. Joint resolution authorizing temporary leaves of ab-
sence for homestead settlers.

BENATE BILLS REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills and joint resolution
of the following titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to their appropriate committees, as indicated below :

S.7372. An act to authorize the acceptance by the Secretary
of the ?\Tavy, as a gift, of a sailboat for use of the midshipmen at
the Naval Academy—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

8.6578. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the appointment of a sealer and assistant sealer of weights
and measures in the District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses, approved March 2, 1895, and to amend an act amenda-
tory thereof approved June 20, 1906—to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

8.7295. An act granting an increase of pension to Gabriel
Campbell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

8. 6828, An act granting an increase of pension to Walter D.
Greene—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

§.6823. An act granting an increase of pension to John H.
Holsey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

S. 6587. An act granting an increase of pension to Marcus M.
Currier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. .

8.6145. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch
DBolles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

S.6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Fannie
L, Pike—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

8. 6656. An act granting an inecrease of pension to Eli M.
Skinner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

8. 7384, An act granting an increase of pension to Orson B.
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

S. R. 81. Joint resolution authorizing temporary leaves of ab-
sence for homestead settlers—to the Committee on the Public
Lands. .

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R. 21202. An act fixing the time for homestead entrymen
on lands embraced in the Wind River or Shoshone Indian Reser-
vation to establish residence on same; and

1. R. 21951. An act to authorize the Alabama, Tennessee and
Northern Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the
Tombighee River, in the State of Alabama,

ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the consideration of the bill making appropriations
for the Army.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Towa moves that the
THouse resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the Army
apprpriation bill.

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. Currier in the
chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the Army appropriation bill
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Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, under authority of the rule just
adopted, I move to insert the following on page 5, after the word
“dollars,” in line 16:

Provided, That when the office of Lieutenant-General shall become

vacant it shall not thereafter be filled, but said office shall cease and
determine : Provided further, That nothing in this provision shall affect
the retired list.

The CIHHAIRMAN, The Chair is of the opinion that probably
the point of order pending should be disposed of before this
amendment is offered; but without objection, the Chair will
entertain the amendment now.

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to hear that amendment read
again,

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment has not yet been read.
The Clerk will report the amendment :

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 5, after line 16, Insert the following:

“ Provided, That when the office of Lieutenant-General shall become
wvacant it shall not thereafter be filled, but said office shall cease and
determine : Provided further, That nothing in this provision shall apply
to the retired list.”

Mr. MADDEN. Why does not that apply to the existing law?

Mr. HULL. It does apply to those who are on the active
list but does not apply to those on the retired list and does not
apply to General MacArthur, who will go on the retired list in
1809,

Mr. MADDEN. Is that specifically covered?

Mr. HULL. I think it is.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. There can be no promotion?

Mr. HULL. After General MacArthur goes out there can be
no other promotion on the active list.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. There is no promotion of men on the
retired list.

Mr. HULL. Not at all.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is the understanding, that men
on the retired list can not be promoted.

Mr. HULL. There has never been any promotion upon the
retired list except by act of Congress and c¢an not be. :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GROSVENOR. 1 ask for a division.

The committee divided, and there were—ayes 84, noes 0.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, in regard to the point of order
that was under discussion at the hour of adjournment last
evening, I desire to submit the following full information on the
" point suggested by the Chair.

The Clerk read as follows:
WAR DEPARTMENT,

UARTERMASTER-GENERAL,
Washington, Januwary 10, 1907.

OFFICE OF THE

Hon. A. T. HULL,
Chairman of Committee on Military Affairs,
House of Representatives.

S1r: In reply to your inquiry I have the honor to inform g:;l that
allotments made in the past of funds for the construction of racks,
quarters, and other quartermaster buildings for the Coast Artillery
have been made in the same manner as have such allotments for the
construction of similar structures for the cavalry and infantry., That
is, for bunildings costing more than $20,000 each allotments have
been: made from the approqxrintion for military posts, carried on the
sundry civil bill, and for buildings costing less than $20,000 each allot-
ments have been made from the appropriation for barracks and quar-
ters carried on thaﬂﬁlmy appropriation bill.
Very respec ¥,
# STCREE F. HUMPHREY,

C.
Quartermaster-General United States Army.

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman wants anything further I
simply add that that carries out my contention that the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs has only attempted to segregate the author-
izations of these buildings, and it does not change the method of
building or the character of buildings heretofore carried in the
appropriation bills covered by barracks and quarters at posts
in the two bills in which such items are carried.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, whatever the practice of the
Department has been with respect to the expenditure of the ap-
propriations for barracks and quarters is not material in the
discussion or consideration of the point of order that is now be-
- fore the Chair. I wish to give the Chair some information
respecting the history of appropriations for barracks and quar-
ters for the seacoast artillery. The first appropriation that Con-
gress ever authorized for this purpose was in 1806. It was car-
ried in the fortifications appropriation bill reported from the
Committee on Appropriations, under the head of *“ Gun and mor-
tar batteries:” h

For the construction of fortifications, $2,500,000, of which sum not

exceeding $100,000 may be expended far the construction of necessary
bulldings connected therewith.

That was the first appropriation made for buildings in con-
nection with the coast defenses of the United States in recent
years. Following that, Congress felt that there ought to be
some limitation placed upon the Department in the expenditure
of appropriations for this purpose, and the next year the fortifi-
cations bill carried the following provision :

That prior to any expenditure of money for the construction of neces-
sary bu [dinﬁedconnected with the new fortifications, except that al-
ready author , the Secretary of War shall report to Congress, on or
before December 6, 1897, the most practicable and economleal plan for
the care and preservation of the tnr?iﬂcations and their armament, said
plans to be based upon the authorized strength of the artillery force of
the Army.,

Then later, in the sundry civil bill, they placed this limita-
tion:

For the construction of bulldings at, and the enlargement of, such -
military J}osts as in the judgment of the Secretary of War may be neces-
sary, and for the erection of barracks and quarters for the arullerg in
connection with the adopted project for seacoast defense, $620,000,
and of this sum $50,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, may
be used for the mm of suitable building sites: Provided, That for
the erection of cks and quarters for artillery in connection with
the project adopted for seacoast defense there shall not héreafter be
expended at any one point more than $60,000 for a one-battery post,
and $20,000 additional for each additional battery, from any appropria-
tion made by Congress, unlessg special authority of Congress be granted
for o greater expenditure.

Following that, in 1901, Congress adopted this further limita-
tion:

Provided, That for the erection of barracks and quarters for artil-
lery, in connection with the J)mject adopted for seacoast-defense, there
shall not hereafter be expended at an{ one point more than $1,200 per
man for each man required for one relief to man the guns at the post,
uip to eighty-three men, the present permanent strength of a battery en-
listed and commigsioned, and for each man required beyond this num-
Ler, $600 per man, from any appropriation made by Congress, unless
special authority of Congress be granted for a greater expenditure.

‘Now, Mr. Chairman, from the time Congress first made ap-
propriations for barracks and quarters for our Seacoast Ar-
tillery the Committee on Appropriations has always received
the estimate for that purpose under the rule of the House which
expressly provides that all estimates for that purpose shall be
reported to the Committee on Appropriations. The committee
have taken that jurisdiction and exercised it and iInvariably
reported the appropriations for barracks and quarters in a forti-
fication bill or in a sundry civil bill. So far as the bill is con-
cerned, it is not material. The question here is as to whether
or not the Committee on Military Affairs, under the rules of
this House, have jurisdiction of the appropriations and esti-
mates for appropriations for our seacoast defense. It would be
just as competent for the Military Committee to bring in ap-
propriations here for our seacoast batteries and our fortifica-
tions. Jurisdiction over subjects pertaining to fortifications
and our seacoast defenses has never been surrendered by, nor
has it ever been taken away from, the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Another point I want to make, Mr. Chairman: Under the
language of this amendment the entire amount may be spent
at one place and may be spent for one building. There is abso-
lutely no limitation that would apply. The limitation which
now exists in the law, carried in the fortifications bill and later
in the sundry civil bill, would not apply in any way whatever
to this, because the appropriation for barracks and quarters,
to which this limitation applies, reads: )

In connection with the project adopted for seacoast defenses.

That is a limitation that is earried with every appropriation
reported by the Committee on Appropriations for barracks and
quarters for the Seacoast Artillery. The appropriation must be
for that purpose, and the limitation then applies. Under the
language of this amendment the existing limitation would not
apply. I maintain, Mr. Chairman, that, under the rules of the
House, the estimates for this purpose are referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and the committee have heretofore
exercised that jurisdiction, and that jurisdiction ought to be
maintained and preserved.

1 maintain that it is in keeping with good administration
and good policy to separate, as far as we possibly can, the cost
of maintaining the Army and the cost of our coast defense
and all new construction incident thereto.

Mr., SMITH of Towa. Mr. Chairman, this matter has been
fully presented to the Chair from the standpoint of the right to.
embrace these items, under the rules, in the sundry civil bill.
Of course it is within the discretion of the Committee on Ap-
proprintions to assign the items which belong to that commit-
tee to such bills as it may deem best. So that if the jurisdie-
tion as to this item has heretofore generilly been exercised in
either the fortifications appropriation bill or the sundry civil
bill, that would throw light upon the interpretation of the rule, |
The chairman of the Committee on Military Aﬁglrs says that if
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- his committee had not inserted the statement that these bar-
racks and quarters were for the Seacoast Artillery, per-
chance no point of order would have been lodged, and that his
committee is, so to speak, being punished for its candor with the
House. I want to say that I think his committee is to be com-
plimented on its candor with the House; I want to say that I
think his committee is to be complimented on the efforts made
this year to hereafter secure a suitable segregation of the items
in the army bill. And yet I feel sure that the gsntleman would
not wish to be understood as saying that he regretted the fact
that he had been eandid with the House and wished that he had
covered up this appropriation so that no point would have been
made upon it at all. I know he does not mean that.

Now, let us turn first to the rules, and then I want to call the
Chair's attention to the report upon which these rules was
originally adopted in the Forty-ninth Congress.

Part of Rule XI, section 3, is as follows:

All proposed legislation shall be referred to the commiftees named in
the preceding rule, as follows; viz:

‘ #3. To the up{)mprlation of the revenue for the support of the Gov-
ernment, as herein provided, viz, for legislative, executive, and judicial
expenses ; for sundry civil expenses; for fortifications and coast de-
fenses ; to the Committee on Appropriations.”

The provision with reference to the jurisdiction of the Mili-
tary Committee reads “ to the military establishment and public
defense, including the appropriations for its support and for
ngt[ of the Military Academy, to the Committee on Military

ﬂ. m-!! v

What is a part of the coast defense? I read from the report
of William R. Morrison, in presenting to the House the rule
which gave to the Military Committee jurisdiction over the
Army bill:

In 1847 appropriations were made in nine separate bills, viz: Army,
civil and plomatic, deficlencies, fortifications, Indian, Military
Academy, Navy, pensions, and post-office.

Thus for more than sixty years one of the recognized and dis-
tinet bills making appropriations has been the fortifications ap-
propriation bills. :

Again Mr. Morrison says:

The fortifications bill being one relating generally to the army and
navy fortifications and the general public gefense is {efl: to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Now, this being the general public defense by both the Army
and the Navy of the coast of the United States is left to the
Committee on Appropriations. Under this rule what jurisdie-
tion has the Military Affairs Committee ever exercised? Has
it ever for a moment claimed that it could buy a site on which
to build these barracks? Oh, no. Every proposition since the
division of these appropriations to purchase a gite for these bar-
racks in connection with seacoast defenses has gone to and come
from the Committee on Appropriations. Is it claimed that they
have any jurisdietion over the building of houses, magazines to
house the ammunition for use of seacoast defense? Oh, no; no
such pretense; no such jurisdiction ever attempted to be exer-
cised. Has it been claimed that they have charge of auxiliaries
of coast defenses, like the fire control? Yes: but repudiated by
the chairman in the last session of this Congress, and the Chair
has from the beginning sustained the jurisdiction of the Appro-
priations Committee over all the adjuncts and accessories of the
seacoast defense. Can it be said in any justice or reason that
when one committee has been charged from the beginning with
the whole care of the defense of the coast, that it is any more
within its jurisdiction to provide houses for the ammunition
than to provide houses for the men who handle the ammunition?
What fine distinetion is this which the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs seeks to impress upon you when it
must be conceded that this committee never had jurisdiction to
buy a site and never exercised it for barracks or quarters at a
senconst defense; never had and never has exercised any au-
thority to appropriate money to build houses in which to place
the ammunition, but has authority to build a house in which to
put the men? I submit that everything which is accessory to or
an adjunct of the fortification for the seacoast defense belongs
to the Committee on Appropriations, and not to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, the importance of this question
impels me to again infrnde myself and speak for a little time
upon the questions that have been submitted this morning. The
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations claims that all
the buildings at seacoast defense have been carried by the sun-
dry ecivil bill, when the positive evidence is submitted to the
House this morning that that statement is not correct and that
the line of demarcation between the two has been carried out
in the appropriations heretofore on this seacoast matter just as
it is in all other posts of the country. 1In other words, when the
separation of the committees came the Committee on Appropria-

tions kept jurisdiction of all buildings costing more than $20.000
and were supposed to appropriate for them under the law that
has existed for so many years, requiring detailed estimates and
specific appropriations. The gentleman carries the appropria-
tion in his bill for military posts. Included in that are buildings
for seacoast defense, but it does not carry it in such a way as
to compel the authorities here to expend the money so much at
seacoast defense and so mmuch at other military posts. Under
his appropriation, as it has been heretofore under ours, the
Department could appropriate all the money for interior posts
or all of it for seacoast defenses and still comply with the law.
The proposition of the gentleman from Iowa

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption
there?

Mr. HULL. Yes. :

Mr. TAWNEY. How does the gentleman construe this lan-
guage in the present sundry civil appropriation law, which has
been the law for many years, so as to justify the statement that
the Department can use this money that is appropriated from
the Committee on Appropriations for the building of barracks
and guarters at interior posts:

For the construction and enlargement of buildings at such military
osts as in the judgment of the Secretary of War may be necessary,
or the erection of barracks and quarters for the artillery in connection
with adopted projects for seacoast defense, and for the purchase of
suitable building sites for said barracks and quarters. -

Now, that money must be expended necessarily for barracks
and quarters for Seacoast Artillery.

Mr. HULL. It would not be necessarily so. They would have
the power under that appropriation to expend all of the appro-
priations for any one of the items specified, and say they did
not need anything for the other objects mentioned this year. It
is the same language we have heretofore used as to post bar-
racks and quarters wherever they were needed—a lump sum by
which the Department could direct the amount to any particular
locality. We tried this year to separate, so as to have so much
for one line of barracks and quarters and so much for another:
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SyiTH] raises the proposition
as to the fortification bill being one of the old established bills
of the country. Nobody disputes that proposition. He says
that that committee has had jurisdiction over fortifications and
coast defenses, What does that include? It includes the forts;
it includes the batteries; it includes the casemates for the care

of ammunition; it includes all the fixed part that is actually
used in the defense of the country, and nothing else.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr: HULI. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Has it not always included all the sites
on which barracks and quarters were erected?

Mr. HULL. Yes; but if that were properly construed under
the rules it would require legislation before you would be au-
thorized to purchase. It has never been required.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But it has been the invariable practice.

Mr. HULIL. But practice does not overcome law, and in my
judgment, if we were to come to a strict construction of the
rules of this ITouse, it would require legislation in every case of
that kind. We have never done it; we have never claimed it;
but we do claim this: That when yon get beyond the fortifica-
tions and coast defense proper you have no more jurisdiction
over the buildings to house the men than you would have over
the buildings to house the men at any other post in the country.
If the gentleman claims that the care of the men carries with
it jurisdietion to the Committee on Appropriations, why does he
not claim, then, the clothing for the men to make them com-
fortable? Why doesn’t he claim the food for the men? IHe
says that without houses you could not have an army. Without
an army you can not have any effective coast defense. Yom
can erect your batteries, you can put up your casemates, but the
gentleman must have an army of artillerymen there to make
it effective, just as much as he must have houses. And yet
gentlemen will hardly claim that they have the right to in-
crease or diminish the Army as the Committee on Naval Af-
fairs would have the right to inecrease or diminish the Navy.
There are two jurisdictions here. The evidence is conclusive
that during all the years we have been making these appropria-
tions the smaller buildings carried in our bill have been erected
for coast fortifications and for the other posts indiscriminately,

and these buildings are not part under any construction that ean
be made for the housing of the Army of what is called ** coast
fortifications.” They are simply for the care of the Army. To
assume that they have absolute jurisdiction over that would
be to assume that they have absolute jurisdiction over the
number of men who should ecompose the artillery force of ihe
Army, the amount of clothing that should be allowed them, the
amount of food that should be given. It would be just as rea-
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sonable in the one case as the other. I want to correct the
gentleman on fire control. We claimed fire control on field
batteries, and we got it in place of being turned down.

My, EMITH of Iowa. And you claimed Seacoast Artillery also
and lest out.

AMr. HULL. Well, we did not feel that we lost anything; but
this other proposition, Mr. Chairman, goes to the very heart of
the guestion of the power of two committees to proceed on the
lines they have been doing without fricetion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. It is unfor-
tunate that the jurisdiction of these two committees is not
clearly defined in the rules. As it is, the only guide the Chair
has is the course pursued in regard to this particular appro-
priation in the past. The fact that before the Army appropria-
tion bill was taken away from the Committee on Appropriations
and given to the Committee on Military Affairs it carried noth-
ing except for the maintenance of the Army affords little light
on this question, since it has been the invariable practice of the
Military Committee, since given jurisdiction of the Army appro-
priation bill, to appropriate for barracks and quarters. Had
this item been carried in the fortifications bill there would prob-
ably have been little controversy about it, but if the Appropria-
tions Committee has jurisdiction, then for the purposes of this
case it matters not in what bill reported by that committee the
itemn is carried. The rules provide that the Committee on Ap-
propriations shall have jurisdiction of fortifications and coast
defenses. The construction of seacoast fortifications is clearly
the province of the Committee on Appropriations under this
rule. Are not the barracks at the fortifications a part thereof?
So far as the Chair is informed, the Army appropriation bill
has never, until the bill under consideration was presented, car-
ried in specific terms any appropriation for barracks for Sea-
coast Artillery. That has alway been carried in a bill reported
by the Committee on Appropriations. The fortifications ap-
propriation bill approved March 3, 189G, which was after the
adoption of the so-called * Endicott project,” carried an appro-
priation for the erection of necessary buildings connected with
the new fortifications. In the fortifications bill for the next
year this provision was carried in the following language:

That ;lu-lor to any expenditure of money for the construction of neces-

sary buildings connected with the new fortifications, ete.—
Congress apparently recognizing the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations over this subject. The next year the ap-
propriation for this purpose was included in the sundry eivil
appropriation bill in the following language : -

For the erection of barracks and quarters for the artillery in con-
nection with the adopted project for seacoast. defense,

And it has been carried every year since in the sundry civil
- appropriation’ bill down to and including the first session of
this Congress, when the language was as follows:

For the erection of barracks and quarters for the artillery in con-
nection with the adopted project for seacoast defense.

The fact that the War Department may have used some of the
money carried in the Army appropriation bill for barracks for
seacoast artillery without any specific instruection from Con-
gress so to do can not affect the question of jurisdiction under
consideration. In an exhaustive and able opinion delivered by
Mr. Speaker Henderson on February 1, 1900, involving a some-
what similar provision on the guestion of jurisdiction between
the Committee on Military Affairs and the Committee on Ap-
propriations, he said:

During this period many bitter contests have arisen between the two
committees on this subject of jurisdiction, and each time the final
decision of the matter has been In favor of the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. :

These decisions were made in relation to subjects which the AFpm-
priations Committee claimed were, and had been, properly part of the
fortifications bill. In this case all the conditions are the same, except
that the {tems in dispute are claimed for the sundry civil bill.

While acting as Chalrman in the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, decisions favorable to the Committee on Appro-
priations have been made by Messrs. Blount, of Georgia; Payson, o? Il)ill
nois; Horkixg, of Illinois, and Springer, of Illinois. Mr. Allen, of
Michigan, while In the chair, made a different ruling, but the House
pmm&tly, on motion of Mr. Caxxox, of Illinois, sustained the claim of
the Committee on Appm?riatlons by striking the paragraph in contro-
versE from the Army bill. ' Many days have been spent in discussions
of the guestion, one gtruggle lasting for two entire days, and another
strufzgle for three entire days, but always resulting in favor of the juris-
diction of the Committee on Appropriations, whether the decision was
made by a Chairman, or by the Committee of the Whole House, or by
the House itself.

The several controversles that have taken place were for the pur-
pose of maintaining the individuality of the fortifieations bill, and also
of the Atm; bill. Each of the great apgrﬂgrlauun bills has an indi-
yviduality which It has retained for about thirty years and which the
House has shown itself reluctant to viclate. For Instance, the A% ro-
priations Committee is given under the rule jurisdiction of the su ?ect
of “fortifications and coast defenses.” Field guns for the use of the
Army would searcely seem to properly belong to this committee, but it
has been decided repeatedly that the Appropriations Committee has
jurisdiction of the subject of field guns, because thelr fabrication for a

long term of years belo to the fortifications appropriation billL
For the same reason the mmittee on Appropriations has been glven
and held jurisdiction of Watervliet Arsenal, where heavy guns are made.

In view of the fact that up to this time the Committee on

Appropriations has invariably claimed and exercised without

objection the right to appropriate in express terms for the con-
struction of barracks for seacoast fortifieations, and until this
bill was presented the Committee on. Military Affairs has not
attempted to so appropriate, the Chair is constrained to sustain
the point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Transportation of the Army and its sugplles: Transportation of the
Army, lncludlnlg baggnje of the troops when moving either Ly land or
water, and incluoding also the transportation of recruits and recruiting
parties heretofore paid from the appropriation for * Expenses of re-
crult!nﬁ]” and the nsportation of applicants for enlistment between
recruiting stations and recruiting depots and the transportation of per-
sons on their discharge from the United States military prison to their
homes {or elsewhere as they may elect), provided the cost in each
case shall not be greater than to the place of last enlistment; of sup-
plies to the militia furnished by the War Department for the permanent
equipment thereof ; of the necessary agents and employees; of clothing,
camp and garrison equi and other quartermaster's stores, from
Army depots or places of purchase or delivery to the several posts and
Army depots, and from those depots to the troops in the field ; of horse
equipments and subsistence stores from the places of purchase, and
from the places of delivery under contract to such places as the eir-
cumstances of the service may reg them to be sent; of ordnance,
ordnance stores, and small arms from the foundries and armories to the
arsenals, fortifications, frontler posts, and Army depots; rretfht
wharfage, tolls, and ferriages; hereafter estimates shall be submitt
to the Congress of the United States covering transportation of the
Army and its supplies in one estimate, and additional estimates shall be
submitted covering other items heretofore carried in afpmprln!ion bills
under the head of tra.ns?ortntlon of the Army and its supplies; the
purchase and hire of draft and pack animals and harness, and the Ehur-
chase and repalr of wagons, carts, and drays, and of ships and other
vessels and boats required for the transportation of troops and supplies
and for garrison purposes; for drayage and cartage at the several 8
hire of teamsters and other employees; extra-duty pay of enlisted men
driving teams, repairing means of transportation, and employed as
train masters, and In opening roads and uildlnf: wharves ; transpor-
tation of funds of the Army ; the expenses of salling public transports
on the various rivers, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Atlantic and Pacifie
oceans ; and hereafter no steamship in the transport service of the
United States shall be sold or disposed of without the consent of Con-
Eres.s having been first had or obtained ; for procuring water, and Intro-

ucing the same to buildings at such posts as from their situation re-
quire it to be brought from a distance, and for the disposal of sewage
and drainage, and for constructing roads and wharves; for the pay-
ment of Army transportation lawfully due such land-grant railroads
as have not received aid in Government bonds (to be adjusted in ac-
cordance with the decisions of the Supreme Court in cases decided under
such land-grant acts), but in no case shall more than 50 per cent of
full amount of service be pald: Provided, That such compensation shall
be computed upon the basis of the tariff or lower special rates for like
transportation performed for the public at , and shall be accepted
as in full for all demands for such service: Provided further, That in
expending the monez apggopriated by this act a railroad company which
has not received aid in bonds of the United States, and which obtained
a grant of public land to aid in the construction of its rallroad on con-
ditg!on that such railroad should be a post route and military road, sub-
ject to the use of the United States for postal, military, naval, and
other Government serviees, and also subject to such regulations as
Congress may impose restrict the charge for such Government trans-
portation, having claims against the United States for transportation of
troops and munitions of war and mmtm?' supplies and property over
such aided railroads, shall be paid out of the moneys n;}pmpriatad by
the foregoing provision only on the basis of such rate for the trans-
portation of such troops and munitions of war and military supplies
and property as the Secretary of War shall deem just and reasonable
under the forego provision, such rate not to exceed 50 per cent of
the compensation for such Government transportation as shall at that
time be char, to and paid by private parties to any such company for
like and similar transportation; and the amount so fixed to be paid
shall be accepted as in full for all demands for such service: Provided
further, That the number of draft animals purchased from this appro-
priation, added to those now on hand, shall limited to such nnmbers
as are actually required for the service, $13,500,000 : Provided, That no
part of this appropriation shall be apglied to the payment of the ex-
penses of using transports In any other Government work than the
itransportation of the Army, its su‘qplles and employees; and when, In
the opinion of the Secretary of ar, accommodations are avallable,
transportation may be provided for the officers, enlisted men, employees,
and supplies of the Navy, the Marine Corps, and for members and em-
ployees of the FPhilippine and Hawaiian vernments, and without
expense to the United States, for the familles of those persons herein
authorized to be transémrted: Provided further, That of the amount
herein np?ruprlated $725,000 shall be expended for boats for the sea-
coast artillery service.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to reserve the point
of order on the last two provisos, beginning on line 1, page 35,
after the word “Army,” down to and including the word * serv-
ice” on line 10. I desire to ask the gentleman if that is not
an entirely new provision in respect to the use of transports
and also in respect to the appropriation of $750,000 to be ex-
pended for boats for the Coast Artillery service. I wanted to
know particularly about the first part of that, whether the
gentleman thinks he has limited the use of the Army transports
s0 as to prevent the abuse of the service.

Mr. HULL. The only change in the provision from last
year is that under the appropriation last year we gave the
Navy and the Marine Corps the same rights for the use of the
transports that we gave the Army, and we found that the Marine
Corps and Navy have been availing themselves of that provi-

.
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sion to such an extent that the transports have been unable
to do the business required of them for the Army in the trans-
portation of its supplies. This changes it by making the trans-
portation of the supplies of the Army first in importance, and
permits the Secretary of War to extend its service to the other
branches of the service when there is a sufficient capacity to
do their business too. In other words, under the old provision
the Army was bearing the expense of paying for the transporta-
tion of its own supplies by private lines, and was then compelled
to care for the other branch of the service under the Army bill.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, could the gentleman

_give us anything definite as to what the purpose of this $725,000
is—whether it is ordinary transportation of the Seacoast Ar-
tillery or whether it is for some purpose in connection with the
seacoast defense?

Mr. HULL. My understanding is that it has nothing to do
with the seacoast defense, judging from this document and what
the Quartermaster-General says; that it is in the torpedo sery-
ice, and in the transportation from one place to another of the
mobile forces of the Army, and the Quartermaster De-
partment is now charged with it under “ Transportation of the
Army and supplies;” that the use of a large boat in that line
is more expensive than the use of a small one, and it is claimed
it will be a matter of economy. .

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman remembers that last
year it was ruled that his committee had no jurisdietion over
torpedo planters, for example? Now, is this meant to cover just
that kind of thing? 1

Mr. HULL. I should think it was meant to cover everything
that the Army is now charged with doing under the head of
“Transportation of Army and supplies,” and nothing beyond
that, from what the Quartermaster-General says. The hearing
is very brief on it. I regarded it as possibly subject to a point
of order.

Mr. TAWNEY.
be required?

Mr. HULL. The estimate submitted was for $900,000, but a
supplemental estimate bhas been made, asking that the amount
be reduced from $900,000 to $725,000. -

Mr. TAWNEY. How large a vessel do they propose to build?

Mr. HULL. It would be a vessel of very good size, a well-
equipped seagoing vessel, but not a large vessel, or it would cost
more than the amount provided.

Mr. TAWNEY. This means the purchase of an additional
transport vessel.

Mr, HULL. Tt would mean the purchase of a vessel which
would cost less in operation for fuel and complement of officers
and men; a vessel that they could use for this work for which
the larger vessel is now used.

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota insist
upon the point of order?

Mr. TAWNEY. I withdraw the point of order.

Mr. HULL. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to offer the follow-
ing new proviso.

The Clerk read as follows:

After the word." service,” line 10, page 35, insert the following:

* For the construction and maintenance of military and post roads,
bridges, and trails in the district of Alsska, to be expended under the
direction of a board of road commissioners described In section 27 of an
act entitled ‘An act to provide for the construction and maintenance of
roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, and the care and
support of insane persons in the district of Alaska, and for other pur-
¥Oses.‘ approved January 27, 1905, and to be e ded conformably to

he provisions of said act, $250,000, to remain available until” ex-
pended.” )

The CHATRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Constructlon and repalr of hospitals: For construction and repair
of hospitals at military posts already established and occupied, includ-
ing the extra-duty pay of enlisted men employed on the same, and in-
cluding also all expenditures for construction and repairs required at
the Army and Navy Hospital at Hot Springs, Ark.,, and for the con-
struction and repair of general hospitals and expenses incident thereto,
and for additions needed to meet the requirements of inereased garri-
sons, $475,000 ; Provided, That the following sums may be used in the
erection of modern sanitary hospitals at the posts named: Fifty thou
sand dollars at Fort Douglas, Utah; $60,000 at San Juan, P. R.:
g‘l;‘i,(}m} at Fort Mackenzle, Wyo.; $35,000 at Whipple Barracks, Ariz.;

35,000 at Fort Riley, Kans.

Mr. KAHN. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amendment.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of
order as to the proviso.
~ The CHAIRMAN. The amendment will not be offered until
the point of order is disposed of. - The amendment may be read.
Will the gentleman from New York please give the Chair his
attention. The amendment may be read for information, but
it will not be acted upen until the point of order is disposed of,

How do you arrive at the amount that will

The Clerk read as follows:

For the reconstructlon and repair of the power house pertalning to
the general hosgital on. the Presidio Military Reservation, San Fran-
cisco, Cal., $30,000.

Mr. HULL. Here is a specific sum named by the Congress
of the United States. The only question that has ever been
raised as to the proposition of appropriating for larger sums in
the Army bill than the $20,000 is that there was no specific es-
timate made first, and second, that all of the specific appro-
priations for more than $20,000 for one building have been
made by the Committee on Appropriations. Now, I think, when
it comes to hospitals, that the Committee on Military Affairs has
always carried that item, and the Committee on Appropria-
tions has never had jurisdiction over hospitals. Whenever
the question has been raised, the uniform practice has been that
they were carried in the Army appropriation bill. Now, I will
read the law on that subject:

Permanent barracks or quarters and bulldings and structures of a

permanent nature shall not be constructed unless detalled estimates
shall have been previously submitted to Congress.

That has been done by the Department to the Committee on
Military Affairs. :

And a .y
cotistricial by the. Caon: sad e SUcH Slnctores the ot of which
%l:g]lllér:sx;:eeﬁ 20,000 shall be erected unless by special authority of

The- committee has reported this without getting special
authority to construct this hospital. In the original organiza-
tion of these bills, when the posts were small and widely scat-
tered on the frontier, $20,000 was ample for the construction
of a hospital at the different posts. That day has passed, and
the time has come when in order to have a modern hospital
Congress must recognize that it requires more than $20,000.

Mr. TAWNEY. Is not this the fact—that this provision aun-
thorizes the construction of the hospital and at the same time
appropriates for that purpose? Now, the fact that these hos-
pitals are not authorized by law makes that out of order under
the rules. Why is it that the Committee on Military Affairs,
having jurisdiction of the subject, does not report a specific
bill authorizing the construction, and then follow in the appro-
priation bill with the appropriation?

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, it does not ecarry with it that
proposition. The law does not say that these must be pre-
viously authorized, but that no greater amount shall be ex-
pended for one building unless specifically authorized by Con-
gress. 1 want to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact
that if his construction were to be taken we could not appro-
priate for a single building in either the sundry civil or mili-
tary bill for posts if there had to be legislation before we
make the appropriation. The Committee on Military Affairs
has the power to legislate; the Appropriations Committee has
not. His construction would absolutely destroy the appropriaton
in both bills for military posts. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think
this law is just as binding 'on one committee as it is on the other.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The intention of this provision is to
permit the erection of modern sanitary hospitals within the
limit of cost specified herein?

Mr. HULL. That is right—without increasing the appropria-
tion.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to call the attention of the gen-
tleman from Iowa to the fact that there is no limit of cost fixed
upon the hospitals authorized in this provision. It simply pro-
vides that certain gpecified sums may be used in the erection of
modern sanitary hospitals at certain posts. If this provision
be enacted in the present shape, it will be possible for the De-
partment to use the amount allowed in the fiseal year for which
it is authorized for the purpose specified, and then to come to
Congress for an additional appropriation to complete the work.

Mr. HULL. I will say to the gentleman that if we can reach
that stage of the proceedings I am perfectly willing to amend
it so that it will read:

For the erection and completion.

" So that there will be a limitation. -

Mr. FITZGERALD. My principal object in reserving the
point of order was to direct the gentleman's attention to that
fact, and to have him; if he deemed it advisable, so shape the
language that there would be a limit of cost upon the proposed
hospitals.

Mr. TAWNEY. Why not provide that not more than this sum
may be used?

Mr. FITZGERALD. So that it would be necessary to com-
plete the buildings within the specified sums.

Mr. HULL. Why not make it read this way:

Provided, That not to exceed the following sums may be used in the
erection and completion.

That would absolutely cover both points.
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Mr, FITZGERALD. I think that is more satisfactory. There
is one other point about which I wish to inquire. Are these
hospitals to be erected at any posts which it is intended to
abandon as military posts in the near future?

Mr. HULL. My understanding is, absolutely not. And when
that gquestion was raised in the Committee on Military Affairs
they eliminated all such places, and these posts are supposed to
be permanent posts. If I believed that the scheme of the De-
partment was to abandon these posts in a few years, I should
oppose granting them a penny for additional buildings; but that
question was asked, and it was understood that other hospitals
that they desired appropriations for were eliminated from the
- Burgeon-General's request, on the ground, first, that they were
not of so much importance, and, second, that they might not be
permanent posts.

Mr. MANN. Now, I understand the gentleman to claim that
this item is not subject to a point of order.

Mr. HULL. I will claim that if the point is made.

Mr. MANN. I understood the gentleman to argue that this
item was not subject to a point of order.

Mr. HULL. If the point was made I should resist it to the
best of my ability.

Mr. MANN. Irrespective of what the gentleman believes?

Mr. HULIL. Oh, no; the question of belief is one I hope we
will not go into.

Mr. MANN. Because if the gentleman thought this was not
subject to a point of order, what was the object in putting it in
the bill?

Mr. HULL. My judgment is that it is impossible, unless you
specifically appropriate for the erection of buildings costing more
than £20,000, to build them under either bill.

“* Mr. MANN. That would make it subject to the point of order.

Mr. HULL. You must have a specific amount in the bill to
comply with'the law.

Mr. MANN. That would be changing the law, and so would
make it subject to the point of order.

Mr. HULL, I think not, under. the law, because the law pro-
vides that you may do that.

Mr. MANN. The law provides that you can not build a build-
ing, except under certain circumstances, to exceed $20,000 in
cost.

Mr. CAPRON. But the circumstances are all there.

Mr. HULIL. I hope the gentleman will not raise the point,
because, to be frank with him, it would very badly demoralize
our whole system of appropriations. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from New York withdraws his point of order, I want
to offer these amendments.

Mr. FITZGERALD. 1 withdraw the point of order.

Mr. HULL. 1 move to amend, on page 2

The CITAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman from
Towa that the gentleman from California [Mr. KAHN] offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will now report.

The Clerk read as follows: :

Page 36, line 23, after the word “ Kansas,” insert:

“ For the reconstruction and 1-e¥air of the power house pertaining to
the general hospital on the Presidio Military Reservation, San Fran-
cisco, Cal., $30,000,

Mr. MANN. I reserve the point of order. The gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Horn] just agreed to offer another amendment
ahead of this.

Mr, HULL. The Chair ruled me out, on the ground that there
was one amendment pending.

Mr. TAWNEY. The amendment was pending.

Mr. MANN. I raise the point of order——

Mr, KAHN. It is too late to raise the point of order.

Mr. MANN. It is not too late; I reserved the point of order.

Mr. KAIIN. I hope the gentleman will not insist on the point
of order. The power house at the general hospital on the Pre-
sidio in San Francisco is, perhaps, the most important part of
that hospital. It was seriously wrecked in the earthquake of
April 18 last, but at that time it had become inadequate to the
wants of the hospital. Four new buildings had been con-
structed, and a consequent increased demand for steam and
electricity has resulted. This power plant furnishes not only
the light, the electricity, and heat, but enables the cooking to be
done in the kitchen. It runs the ice machine and refrigerator
plant and operates the sterilizers and disinfecting apparatus.

It is, as has beeén sald by one officer, the very heart of that
hospital. I have here an extract from a letter written by Lieu-
tenant-Colonel Torney, in command there, in which he says:

My anxiety concerning the power plant will not be relieved nntll the
funds are approprianted for its rehabilitatlon. It is. as you know, the
very - heart of the hospital, and in its crifmlod condition it requires a
great deal of care to keep it in good running order.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask if the De-
partment submitted an estimate for these repairs?

Mr. KAHN. Not until after this bill had been reported.

Mr. HULL. Yes; in this way: They estimated $165,000 for
general repairs, inclucing this. The idea of this amendment is
to insure its being expended there. I think it would be ex-
pended, but it is included in the $£165,000.

M‘I?'. TAWNEY. Then this would not increase the appropria-
tion

Mr, HULL. Not at all; it is earried in the amount that we
figured on, only there was no specific amount. The estimate
was carried as the repair of the house at the Presidio and im-
provements at other posts. This simply segregates it and does
not increase the appropriation.

Mr. MANN. Will this complete the work?

Mr, HULL. I think it would if added now. The gentleman
is gkilled in the construction of language. Does not the gentle-
man think so?

Mr. MANN. That was the reason I asked whether it was
intended to complete the work.

Mr. KAHN. Yes; the $30,000 will complete it. ’

Mr. FITZGERALD. Was the item estimated for by the De-
partment?

Mr. HULL. Yes; it was put in the estimate submitted to us.

The CHAITRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from California.

The amendment was considered and agreed to.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, T move to amend, on page 36, line
17, after the word “ that,” by inserting the words *“not to ex-
ceed ;™ so it will read, * not to exceed the following sam.”

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend page 36, line 17, after the word * that,”” by inserting the
words “ not to exceed ;" so that it will read, * not to exceed the fol-
lowing sum.”

Mr. MANN. I would suggest to the gentleman that that will
not cover the case, because that means not to exceed

Mr. HULL. If this is adopted, I mean to offer another
amendment, in line 18, for the erection and completion.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa.

The question was taken and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HULL. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move to amend, in line
18, after the word * erection,” by inserting the words ** and com-
pletion.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the proposed amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

In line 18, after the word * erection,” insert the words * and com-
pletion.™

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, :

The ‘amendment was considered and agreed to.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

In 1ine 23, page 36, amend by adding: ** Provided further, That the
hospital at Bayard, New Mexico, for the treatment of tuberculosis shall
be open to treatment of officers and men of the Navy and Marine Corps.”

Mr. MANN. To that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of
order.

Mr. HULL. I hope the gentleman will reserve it and not
make it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the hospital at Fort Bayard
is used for the treatment of officers and men of the Army who
are suffering from tuberculosis. This amendment merely pro-
poses to extend the benefits of that hospital to the officers and
men of the Navy and the Marine Corps, with the idea that it
will provide accommodation for the men who need it and obyi-
ate the necessity at a later period of the erection of another hos-
pital, a duplication of this at Fort Bayard.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman could make
it even stronger than that. His modesty prevents him. We
have an Army and Navy Hoespital at Hot Springs, Ark,, for cer-
tain cases. That obviates each branch of the service having
that character of a separate hospital. They have this hospital
for the treatment of tuberculosis at Fort Bayard that is ample
to treat all who may suffer from this disease from the three
branches of the service, and unless it is extended to include the
other two you will be called upon to vote $250,000 to establish
another tuberculosis hospital for the other two arms of the
service. It seems to me, and to the members of the Committee
on Military Affairs, that there is no reason why these special
hospitals for the treatment of special diseases not of general
character, should be erected, when one hospital with one admin-
istration ecan do all the work. If this proviso is inserted lhere
it will fix the fact that the Fort Bayard hospital is open to
the Army and Marine Corps and to the Navy on the same terms
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with the Army, and will obviate any necessity at least for the
erection of additional hospitals for the treatment of cases of
tuberenlosis. That is all there is to it. It is to save the expense
of building other hospitals for each of the arms of the service.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois insist on
his point of order? L7

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas,

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the

last word. I notice in the Recorp of this morning some dis-
cussion was raised as to the item on page 31 for military post-
exchange appropriation. Some questions were asked by the
gentleman from California [Mr. Kaax] and some discussion
raised in connection with that paragraph. I would like to say

" to the House that some years ago—I think it was two Con-
gresses ago—I introduced a bill doing away with the antican-
teen provision. At the time I did so the distinguished chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HuLn], as-
sured me that the military post exchange, together with the
appropriations that had been made for that purpose, would do
away with any necessity for the former canteen.

Mr, HULL. Oh, I think the gentleman is mistaken about
that. Did I not say that I hoped so? The gentleman ought
not to make it quite so strong.

Mr. MORRELL. Well, the gentleman seemed so confident as
to the result that I refrained on that occasion from introducing
the bill which I did a little while afterwards. I would like to

ask the distinguished chairman of this committee what has been-

the result, as proven by experience, as to whether the post ex-
change on the lines he suggested has brought about what he
expected? )

Mr. HULL. We are still providing the posts with post ex-
changes and furnishing hot coffee, with the hope that it will do
all that is desired.

Alr. MORRELL. I would like to ask whether the proportion-
ate decrease of drunkénness in the Army has been commen-
surate with the number of post exchanges of the new  kind
provided for in the various appropriations?

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, that question is not before Con-
gress, and I am not on the witness stand. I will say frankly
to the gentleman that the testimony of Army officers is almost
uniform and universal that the canteen was a good temperance
measure; that its abolition has resulted in desertions and
greater drunkenness. That is their testimony. I am also in-
formed by letters ranging all the way from ten to one hundred a
day, distributed all over the country, that the canteen would be
a crime against =society, and protesting against this reenactment.
We are trying to let the present line work out, and if the effect
ultimately is bad on the Army the facts can be presented to Con-
gress and it can be legislated on, but it is not now before Con-

gress.,

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to the
gentleman that that may be true, but if the increase of drunken-
ness in the Army continues at the rate which is very well known
throughout the country and acknowledged, it may become a very
serious matter in preventing men from enlisting in the Army
and greatly increase desertion and arrests by civil authorities.
‘As I understand it, the trouble is to-day to get the proper kind
of men to enlist in the Army and to stop the epidemic of deser-
tion. I call attention to this fact purely in the cause of tem-
perance. It is not because I want men to indulge in spirituous
liguor and riotous behavior that I advocate returning to the
canteen, but it is absolutely and purely in the cause of temper-
ance, and if by insisting on this canteen law we are going to
drive men out of the Army posts to low dives instead of doing
what we expected to accomplish, we are doing exactly the re-
verse of what was desired to be accomplished. In a bill which
I had the honor to introduce in the first session of this Congress
in the preamble to that bill 1 called the attention of the House
to the testimony that had been given in the report of the War De-
partment in regard to the effect of the abolition of the canteen.
If an amendment is in order, I would like to offer an amendment
" repealing that section of the bill

Mr. HULL. I would say to the gentleman that it would not
be in order.

Mr. GREENE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MORRELL.. Certainly.

Mr. GREENE. Do you mean to tell this House the reason for
lack of enlistment is on account of the abolition of the canteen?

Mr. MORRELL. I would say in answer to the gentleman
from Massachusetts that it may not be the direct cause, but I
think I can safely say that it is one of the indirect causes why

fathers and mothers do not want their sons to go into the Army |

when the son, no matter what his standing is at home, because
he does not wear a strap on his shoulder but wears a stripe on
the sleeve of his coat, does not have the same privileges and
confidence reposed in him as a man as the soldier who has the
strap on the point of his shoulder. Who are they who stand
in the front rank of the firing line or behind the big guns of the
Army and Navy?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentlenian has expired.

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous con-
sent to be allowed to proceed for two minutes.

Mr. GREENE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have.that time
extended to five minutes so I may ask another question.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania may be extended for five minutes. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. _

Mr. MANN. How much time does the gentleman want to
conclude his remarks?

Mr. MORRELL. I only asked for two minutes. I think, Mr,
Chairman, as I remarked on the occasion when I first introduced
the bill, that it is an invidious distinetion to make between the
officer and the enlisted man. I believe the enlisted man is just
as much entitled to be intrusted with diserimination as the
officer, and I feel that that is one of the things that deters a
man from entering the service, when he feels that his rights are
not observed as a man and that he is not given equal privileges
with the men who wear the straps on their shoulders, provided
he respects himself. Now, we certainly know that drunkenness
and desertion is increasing in the Army. It is the testimony
of officers of the Army of all grades that this has been the result
since the abolishment of the canteen. Why, may I ask? Be-
cause men are driven from the Army posts to low dives outside
the reservations to drink. They will drink, a great many of
them, unfortunately, and it is impossible to prevent them from
drinking, particularly when they are treated like children and
told that they must not drink, and when they get leave of ab-
sence they go beyond the military reservations and go to these
places of low resort and drink to excess, with the result that
they overstay their leave and then they desert or get in some
disgraceful row and, fearing punishment, desert. .

Mr. GREENE. I would like to ask the gentleman if there are
not other conditions existing in all parts of this country that
prevent the enlistment of soldiers in the Army and also men in
the Navy—Iif the business conditions are not more largely re-
sponsible for it than the abolishment of the canteen?

Mr. MORRELL. I did not say, Mr. Chairman, in answer to
the gentleman, that that was the sole and only cause. I said it
was one of the causes. I quite agree with the gentleman that
the principal cause probably is that the men of our Army and
Navy do not get remuneration commensurate with their services
compared with what is obtained in.,civil life. That probably is
the primary cause, but I still say that I think the abolishment of
the canteen is one of the causes, and is certainly responsible, in
my judgment—poor as it may probably be, but nevertheless
backed up by the report of the War Department—that it is the
canse of a great deal of the increase of drunkenness and deser-
tion in the Army at the present day.

The same results follow out in our loecal city conditions. No
sane man who has studied the effects of high license would
again willingly return to the conditions which prevailed when
a saloon was at every street corner and adulterated liquors were
sold by irresponsible proprietors.

Treat the American soldier in this respect as you would any
American in any of the walks of civil life; teach him that he
is respected and trusted, place him among elevating surround-
ings, and he will very soon learn to appreciate that confidence
and respect himself. i

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment, without ob-
jection, will be withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

MEDICAL DEPARTMENT.

Medical and Hospital Department : For the purchase of medical and hos-
ital suPplies, including disinfectants for military posts, camps, hospitals,
ospital ships, and transports; for expenses of medical supply depots:

for medical care and treatment not otherwise provided for, includi

care and subsistence In private hospitals, of officers, enlisted men, an
civilian emfloyees of the Army, of applicants for enlistment, and of
prisoners of war and other persons in military custody or confinement,
when entitled thereto by law, regulation, or econtract: Provided, That
this shall not apply to officers and enlisted men who are treated in
private hospitals or by civilian physicians while on furlough; for the
proper care and treatment of epidemic and contagious diseases in the
Army or at military posts or stations, including measures to prevent the
spread thereof, and the payment of reasonable dama not otherwise
provided for, for bedding and clothing Injured or destroyed in such
prevention ; for the pay of male and female nurses, not including the
nurse corps (remalgl), and of cooks and other civilians employed for
the proper care of sick officers and soldiers, under such regulations fix-
ing their number, qualifications, assignment, pay, and allowances, as
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shall have been or shall be prescribed by the Secretary of War ; for the

y of eivilian physicians employed to examine physically applicants
or enlistment and enlisted men, and to render other professional serv-
ices from time to time under proper authority; for the pay of other
employees of the Medical Department ; for the payment of express com-
panies and local transfers emegioyed directly by the Medical Department
for the tramsportation of medical and hospital supplies, including bid-
ders' samples and water for analysis; for supplies for use in teaching
the art of cooking to the Iospital Corps; for the supply of the Army
and Navy Hospital at Hot Springs, Ark.; for advertising, laundry, and
;g‘)gtg&; necessary miscellaneous expenses of the Medical Department,

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on
page 38, line 4—the words * regulation, or contract.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois reserves the
point of order against the proviso beginning in line 4, page 38.

Mr. MANN. No; just the words ahead of the proviso,
namely, * regulation, or contract.”” You now provide by law
for medical attendance for everybody connected with the Army,
which means, of course, medical attendance that may be au-
thorized by law : but in this proposition you inc¢rease that and
make it read *when entitled thereto by law, regulation, or
contract.” Is the purpose of that to extend——

Mr. HULL. I will say to the gentleman that that is to
cover the case where we employ a contract surgeon, or where
we contract for any line of employment, and in the contract with
the party agree to give him medical attendance,

Mr. MANN. Already in the bill you have—

Mr. HULL. The language of the bill, I think, the gentleman,
if he will look at it, will see after the word * treatment ”

Mr. MANN. You put that in in the place of what you had
before. Contract surgeons were carried in the existing law.
You strike out * contract surgeons” and insert * contract?”

Mr. HULL. The regulation or contract has the force of law.
Now, the new language we put in which changes conditions is
not otherwise provided for, including care and subsistence in
private hospitals, and they do give it in private hospitals now,
and it requires two different parties to make the payment.

Mr. MANN. I made no point of order upon the proviso, but
if it is already authorized by law—the regulation or contract—
then there is no need of it going into this bill

Mr. HULL. If it does not go in this bill, none of this ap-
propriation could be paid for that purpose. There is one class
that is authorized by law. We name * already authorized by
law.” There is another under the regulation of the War De-
partment entitled to treatment, and we name them, so it can
be paid. Then there is another, by contract, and we name that.

Mr. MANN. I understood the gentleman to say that by law
they had the right to make such a regulation or such a con-
tract, and if that be the case then that is a matter provided
for by law.

Mr. HULL. The law specifically enumerates certain parties

that are entitled to this. The regulations have extended that law.
Under the general law, regulations when not contrary to law
have the effect of law, and then in making specifiec contracts by
which they pay a man so much per month it is part of his con-
tract that he shall have attendance, The only change of the
law, as I understand it, is the proviso.
+ Mr. MANN. I have in mind a certain case where a very
distinguished officer—or a very high officer and, I apprehend,
distinguished—was not only ordered almost all the way around
the world for medical treatment, but also was allowed travel
pay for that distance, and, as I understand, afterwards travel
pay was canceled.

Mr. HULL. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Now, it seems to me there ought to be some
limitation in the law as to cases of that sort.

Mr, HULL. This has nothing to do with his travel pay.

Mr. MANN. If an officer can be ordered from the Philip-
pines to the United States under a regulation, and then ordered
from the United States to London under a regulation, and in ac-
cordance with the regulation be allowed his travel pay besides,
and get his medical treatment free, and be paid a very large
sum of money for taking it, I think the law ought to be guarded.

Mr. HULL. ~ Will the gentleman allow me simply to suggest
to him that the last Army appropriation bill provided specific-
ally that no officer of the Army should have mileage when
traveling on the ocean, and that a man ordered to Europe, or-
dered to South America, ordered from one part of this country
to any foreign nation, or to the Philippines or to Porto Rico,
must have only his actual expenses, so that such a case of abuse
as the gentleman refers to has been cured by law.

Mr. MANN, So far as travel pay is concerned.

Mr. HULL. So far as mileage is concerned.

Mr. MANN. But has it been cured so far as the other is con-
cerned, or, under the language of the gentleman, may not other
abuses grow up just as bad as to medieal attendance, not to
officers of the Army, as they are already provided for——

Mr. HULL. I should say not.

Mr. MANN (continuing). But civilian employees. Suppose
you make a contract by which you provide medical attendance
for every employee in the War Department at Washington. Is
that the intention of Congress?

Mr. HULL. No; we provided specifically, and the Surgeon-
General, in his statement, says that this is to cover and only
cover cases where there are recrnits going from one place to
another who are taken sick, in order to give them that attend-
ance ; and the committee in order to prevent any officer getting
any medical attendance, except when in line of duty, put in
further, it shall not apply to any officer on furlough or any offi-
cer being treated by private physicians when on furlough, in
hospitals, or by private physicians,

Mr. MANN. I have no doubt that the gentleman is correct in
his statement as to what this officer says is the effect of the
language, and that it is only intended to apply to so and so.
But that officer is soon out of the service, and a new officer
;;((,;a;ds the meaning as it is stated in the language in the statute

k.

Mr. HULL. The language referred to is substantially as it
has been in the bill for many years.

Mr. MANN. I think not.

Mr. HULL. The language which the genileman refers to is
in the bill. ;

Mr. MANN. I think not.

Mr. HULL. Now, in that connection, General O'Reilly in his
statement here says:

That is in the direction of administrative simplicity.
or traveling parfiy may have a man who is taken sick away from a
military post and sent.-to a private hospital. As it is now, we only
pay for attendance, medicines, and nurses in the hospital, but we can
not pay board, which is chargeable to the Subsistence Department. The
hospitals are not in the habit of making out bills separating the items
in that wa{. They charge us for board and nursing. Now, when a
Dbill comes in including charges for board we have to send it to the
accounting officers of the Treasury for payment, thus entailing delay
and red tape. ) ”

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois insist
upon his point of order?

Mr. MANN. I insist upon the point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATIRMAN. So far as the Chair has any information
regarding this matter, it seems to be a change of law.

Mr. TAWNEY. 1 think the chairman of the committee in
charge of the bill will admit that it is a change of law.

Mr. HULL. I do not propose to discuss any more points of
order. You can rule it out if you think well.

The CHAIRMAN. Unless it ean be shown that this is part
of an existing law, which has not been stated, the point of order
will be sustained.

The Clerk read as follows:

EXGINEER DEPARTMENT.

Engineer depots: For incidental expenses of the depots, including
fuel, lights, chemicals, stationery, hardware, machinery, pay of civilian
clerks, mechanics, and laborers, extra-duty pay to soldiers necessprily
employed for periods not less than ten days as artificers on work In
ndéitlnn to ang not strictly in the line of their military doties, such as
carpenters, blacksmiths, draftsmen, printers, lithographers, p!mtoira-
phers, engine drivers, telegraph operators, teamsters, wheelwrights,
masons, machinists, painters, overseers, laborers; repair of and for
materials to repair public bulldings, machinery, an
penses, $11,500.

Mr. HULL., Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, for the purpose of asking a question of the Chair for in-
formation. I understood the Chair yesterday to rule that where
a part of a paragraph was ruled out on a point of order the
whole paragraph would go out. '

The CHAIRMAN. If the point of order was made against
the entire paragraph, yes; but if the point of order was di-
rected against particular words in the paragraph, then only the
words designated go out.

Mr. HULL. Then all the paragraph against which points of
order have been made do not, if sustained, necessarily rule out
the entire paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. In this very case the gentleman from Illi-
nois might have made the point of order against the entire para-
graph, and it would have gone out.

Mr. HULL. If a gentleman made a point of order against an
entire paragraph and another Member made another point of
order to a part of the paragraph it would vitiate the entire
paragraph?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would first rule on the point of
order made against the entire paragraph, and if it went out
there would be no occasion to rule as to the other, unless it was
proposed to-replace the part stricken out by an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Buildings, Engineer School, Washington, D. C.: For completion of
two Incomplete sets of noncommissioned officers’ quarters, $15,000.

Mr. TAWNEY, Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order

A reeruiting

unforeseen ex-
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against the paragraph for the purpose of asking the gentleman
a question relating to this building. This appropriation is in-
tended to complete the construction. Was it commenced under
the general appropriation for barracks and quarters, where the
limitation is $20,000? )

Mr. HULL. They were commenced under a specific appro-
priation for that building and supposed to complete them, but
the entire amount was expended because they struck low
ground where they were required to have concrete piles. They
have piles driven down there 40 feet. If they had obtained an
ordinary foundation they could have completed the buildings on
the amount appropriated.

Mr. TAWNEY. I thought this was possibly one of the cases
where they commenced the work of the construction of the build-
ing under the authorization to expend $20,000, and then came to
have a specific appropriation in excess of that.

Mr. HULL. There were estimates submitted that they could
build these quarters out of the money for the two sets of double
quarters for noncommissioned officers and their families, but
in the construction they met with difficulties they had no reason
to expect, and the entire amount was used below ground. This
is simply to complete the superstructure that is provided for,
and that ought to have been done out of the first appropriation.
The testimony was that they had gone down 40 feet for a founda-
tion before they could get a sufficiently good one to build upon.

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman withdraw his point
of order?

Mr. TAWNEY. I withdraw the point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:

For construction of one new stable, $17,500.

Mr. TAWNEY. I move to strike out the last word for the
purpose of asking the gentleman in charge of the bill where this
stable is located.

Mr. HULL. At the Washington Barracks.

Mr. TAWNEY. And it is to cost $17,5007?

Mr. HULL. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Do the same conditions regarding the foun-

. dations apply to this as to the other?

Mr. HULL. I am unable to say, because they have not com-
menced yet., I will say to the gentleman that in every other
case at the Washington Barracks they have had no trouble with
the foundations, This is the first trouble that has been re-
ported.

The engineers are largely a mounted corps. This stable is
intended to take care of seventy horses.

Mr, TAWNEY. That was all I wanted to know.

The Clerk read as follows:

The balance under the appropriation for field artillery for organized
militia for the fiscal years 1904 and 1905 will not be covered into the

Treasury at the end of the present fiscal year, but remain for disburse-
ment to meet outstanding obligations Incurred under that appropriation.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order
on that paragraph. This, as I understand it, is virtually a per-
manent appropriation. I should like to know whether the
gentleman in charge of the bill is aware of the fact that this
is introducing an almost entirely nmew principle in the matter
of appropriating for the Army or for any part of the Army?
It is continuing indefinitely appropriations made for the years
1904 and 1905, and Congress can not appropriate for the Army
or for any part of the Army and continue those appropriations
under the Constitution for a longer time than two years.

Mr. MANN. We have just done it in a preceding paragraph.

Mr. HULL. This is a reappropriation of what is left. I
want to say to the gentleman that the militia law requires the
* militia to be organized on substantially the same lines as the
Army. They are trying to organize it in all branches of the
service. They have started out to equip the militia with the
same number of guns for batteries that would be used in the
organization of the Regular Army. The Chief of Ordnance
says that one more appropriation for this will complete the
work, and that thereafter there will be no necessity for any
further appropriations unless there should, by Congressional
action or in some other way, be a large increase in the National
Guard of the country. As now constituted, one more appro-
priation after this will complete this work entirely, which is for
the militia. Of course we all understand that in the event of
war these guns and all guns used by the militia belong to the
Government and could be used for national defense; but this
‘trains the militia in their use.

Mr. TAWNEY. How much of the appropriation of these two
years is unexpended?

Mr. HULL. There is only a small amount expended. I read
from the statement of General Crozier before the committee :

Now, I would like to eropose here an item of general legislation
with reference to this subject which has not been submitted to the

committee before. I will explain the circumstances under which the
desirability of it has arisen. The item I propose is as follows:

*“The halance under the appropriation for field artillery for organ-
ized militia for the fiscal years 1904 and 1905 will not be covered into
the Treasury at the end of the present fiscal year, but remain for dis-
bu[rs:!lment to meet outstanding obligations incurred under that appro-
priation.”

There is an existing statute which requires that the balance of any
two years after the expiration of the fiseal year for
which the fund was appropriated, shall be covered into the Treasury,
and that thereafter any funds to meet an obligation incurred under
that, although the obligation might have been incurred in the proper
time, would have to be made in a certification to Congress. When
you gave me that money for field batteries I made contracts with peo-

le—some of whom had been in the business and some of whom came
n as competitors against existing manufacturers and needed some en-
conragement, It I8 possible that the material contracted for will not
all have been delivered, and therefore payment will not be due on them
until after the 30th of June, 1907, nlthou;i-h the appropriation was
made for the year ending the -30th of June, 1905. The contracts were
made in time, but the payments will not be due in time to cover this
contingency.

fund, rema!nin‘f

That is the only reason it is put in. It is all contracted for.

Mr. TAWNEY. That law that the gentleman refers to is a
law that was passed to correct an evil that had grown up in
the Departments here and in Congress of continuing appropria-
tions indefinitely, so that we never knew exactly how much
money had been appropsiated.

Mr. HULL. It is a very common thing to reappropriate——

Mr. TAWNEY. The law was passed for that reason, provid-
ing that the unexpended balances of appropriations should be
turned back into the Treasury at the expiration of two years.

Mr. HULL. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Now, I can see no reason for deviating from
that policy in this case, because we can at this session of Con-
gress or at the next session of Congress reappropriate this
money, and I think that policy is far better than to commence
repealing by piecemeal the existing law. p

Mr. HULL. Is it not a matter of common practice, where
contracts have been made in time, for the Appropriations Com-
mittee and other committees having charge of appropriations to
1'epo]1-t9just this class of legislation? Has it not been done re-
cently ?

Mr. TAWNEY. The fortifications bill always does it, but that
is the only bill that T know of where it is done. Take the river
and harbor appropriations; they are all made to carry out con-
tracts, but they are made from year to year.

Mr. HULL. Certainly; but Congress determines how much
shall be given each year. In this appropriation Congress said
s0 much could be expended for guns, and under that authority
it was all contracted.

Mr. TAWNEY. As the amount can be expended, only so much
being appropriated as can be expended under the contract in
the next fiscal year.

Mr. PARKER. This is a reappropriation. These are con-
tracts made in 1905, which expire prior to the use of the money
of 1907, just after the present Congress. We are now appro-
prl_réti ng the money for next year so that these contggets may be
paid.

Mr. TAWNEY. You are continuing the appropriation?

Mr. PARKER. No; we reappropriate for that one year. Gen-
eral Crozier proceeds to say that the appropriation is available
for only one year. He wants to get the money back.

Mr. MANN. Is not this the situation: That it requires a
good while to construct some of these arms? This is a con-
struction of guns. They make a contract which is often not car-
ried out within the two years’ time, and in some cases the work
is done and not completed within the two years’ time, although
the money is allotted for that purpose. The money, as far as
the Department is concerned, is disposed of on the books of the
Treasury, and all that they want is to be able to carry out the
contract and pay the proportional cost of the maintenance of
the arsenal exactly as you do with fortifications.

Mr. TAWNEY. I understand; but it is not a case where
money has been allotted.

Mr. HULIL. Ob, yes; the contracts are made.

Mr. MANN. I understand that the contiracts are made.

Mr. TAWNEY. The language simply says *“to cover obliga-
tions.” :

Mr. HULL. Well, an obligation is a contract, isn’t it?

Mr. TAWNEY. It may be a definite obligation and it may
be an indefinite obligation.

Mr. HULL. General Crozier gives the positive statement here
that he has made contracts with people, some of whom have
been in the business and some of whom came in as competitoss
against existing manufacturers, who needed some encourage-
ment. He says that it is possible that material contracted for
will not all have been delivered, and therefore payment not be
due.
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Mr. TAWNEY.
it is necessary.

Mr. HULL. And if it comes in——

Mr. TAWNEY. It could come in under a new Congress.

Mr. HULL. No; they would have to wait from the 30th of
June until the next year when Congress met. This is a reap-
propriation.

Mr. TAWNEY. It is not a reappropriation. I would not ob-
ject if it was a reappropriation. It simply says this * will not
be covered into the Treasury.”

Mr. HULL. That is a reappropriation.

Mr. MANN. I want to say to the gentleman that this was not
drawn by the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs,
but was drawn by a clerk in the Ordnance Department. I
would like to ask the gentleman from Iowa why he does not
state that it shall be available until the obligation is paid?

Mr. HULL. This is a reappropriation, although the language
may not be all that you desire.

Mr, MANN. I presume that the gentleman construes it as a
reappropriation.

Mr. HULL. There are other lawyers here th.at ecan construe
language. The provision reads, “ the balance under the appro-
priation for field artillery for organized militia for the fiscal
years 1904 and 1905 shall not be covered "——

Mr. TAWNEY. It says “will not be covered into the Treas-

Mr, HULL. I know it does; but it shounld read, * shall not
be covered into the Treasury at the end of the present fiscal year,
but remain for disbursement to meet outstanding obligations in-
curred under that appropriation.”

Mr. TAWNEY. Shall “continue available until expend

Mr. HULL. They will have it all expended by the next year.

Mr. TAWNEY. It isin the Treasury.

Mr. HULL. You can add to it, “ and continue available until
expended.”

Mr. TAWNEY. That is the usual language. I do not like to
gee a provision enacted into the statute here expressly violating,
in terms, the law of Congress——

Mr. MANN. And the Constitution.

Mr. TAWNEY. It is a statute, too, and the Constitution, too,
as to the Army—which exXpressly provides that these appropria-
tions shall not continue longer than for a period of two years.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY]
has the impression that an appropriation is covered into the
Treasury at the end of two years. I hold in my hand a list of
some appropriations that are still in the Treasury to the credit
of certain funds. One of them is a credit to the fund for the
capture of Jefferson Davis, of $1,503.28. I suppose it has been
more than two years sinee the appropriation was made and much
more than two years since any bills were incurred under it
Another is an appropriation for quartermaster’s stores and com-
msiis;lsarys .B’u'mﬂia under the act of Congress approved Ju]y 4,
1

Mr. TAWNEY. Which appropriation was made available
until expended. That is the reason there is a balance there.

Mr. MANN. There is nothing stated that these appropriations
are made available until expended.

Mr. TAWNEY. Not there, but in the law.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman has just stated that it is contrary
to the Constitution. There are various claims of this sort. Here
is one for suppressing hostilities of the Piute Indians in Nevada
in 1860. I daresay those appropriations were not made avail-
able until they were expended. What I am endeavoring to do is
to call the attention of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Hurn]
to the fact, also, that if there is a 2-cent balance left in this ap-
propriation it will be on the books of the Treasury until time
ends.

Mr. TAWNEY.
pended.

Mr. MANN. Under this proposition it will be.

The general is in doubt himself as to whether

Not unless it is made available until ex-

Mr. HULL. Let me submit this to the gentleman from |

Illinois [Mr. Maxx] and to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Tawnxey]. If you put in the word * shall” in place of the word
“will ” and make it read, “ shall not be covered into the Treas-
ury at the end of the present fiscal year, but remain for disburse-
ment to meet outstanding obligations incurred under that appro-
priation,” and stop there, the very minute the outstanding ob-
ligations are met, would not any balance then be covered into
the Treasury?

Mr. MANN. Nobody ever knows when the outstanding ob-
ligations are met.

Mr. HULL. Oh, yes.

Mr. MANN. Who?

Mr. HULL. Why, the parties who contract them, the Ord-
nance Department must know.

r. MANN. The people who have the custody of the money
do not know.

Mr. HULL. The only way that any remaining over after
they are met would be by putting in the words * and continue
available until expended.”

Mr. MANN. Why don’t you make it *shall remain available
for the ensuing fiscal year?”

Mr. HULL. Very well; I will not object to that.

Mr. TAWNEY. I desire to correct one mistake that some
Members seem to be laboring under. The money remaining to
the credit of an appropriation goes back into the Treasury at
the expiration of two years. But, under the same law, the bal-
ance is available until about the 1st of October next to meet any
obligations that were contracted under the appropriation and
not met prior to the expiration of the two years. That is the
law and that is the practice under the law in all the Depart-
ments, so that, in effect, so far as obligations contracted under
authorlty of approprlatlons is concerned, the appropriation is
available for two years and three months—I think it is to the
1st of October.

Mr. MANN. Three years and three months, is it not?

Mr. TAWNEY. Two years and three months.

Mr. MANN. It is two years after the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. TAWNEY. Make it available for the next ensuing year,
and it will be satisfactory.

Mr. HULL. I have no objection to that.

. Mr. TAWNEY. Very well; I withdraw the point of order
and offer that amendment, to make it read “shall remain avail-
able during the next ensuing year.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert *shall remain available during the next fiscal year.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to

Mr. HULL. Mr. Ohalrman, 1 do not think they have yet the
amendment that I suggest, on line 25, page 43, to strike out the
word * will ” ‘and insert the word slmll," so that it will read
“ ghall not be covered into the Treasury.”

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 43, line 25, strike out “ will” and insert “ shall.”

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on ngreelng to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken’; and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to have the Clerk
report the paragraph now, or that part of it which is amended,
as amended, after au'ikiug out the word * will ” in line 25.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report
the paragraph as it now reads.

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows:

The balance under the appropriations for field arullergetor organized
militia for the fiscal years of 1904 and 1905 shall not covered Into
the Treasury at the end of the present fiscal year, but remain for dis-
bursement to meet outstand:ln.% obligations incurred under that appro-
priation, and shall remain available during the next fiscal year.

Mr. MANN. Do you want that to be in that way?

Mr. TAWNEY. My purpose was——

Mr. HULL. Why not put it for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1908, and then you have it definitely?

Mr. TAWNEY. My amendment was to strike out all after the
word * will,” in line 25, or the word “ shall.”

Mr. MANN. After the word “ but,” on the next page, do you
not mean?

Mr. TAWNEY. No. *“8hall remain available during the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1908.” y

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment changing “will”
“ghall " has been adopted. . ;

Mr. TAWNEY. Strike out all the paragraph after the word

“ghall” and insert *shall remain available during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1908."

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the paragraph will be
modified in accordance with the suggestion of the gentleman
from Minnesota. Will the gentleman from Minnesota give the
Chair his attention? Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the paragraph.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the paragraph so as to read——

Mr, HULL. I ask that this amendment be rereported; I think
there iz some misunderstanding about that.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the paragraph o as to read: * The bnlance under the appro-
griations for field artillery for orfuniaed militia for the years
3804 anst} 1905 shall remain available during the ﬂml year ending June

to
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Mr. HULL. I think there should be added to that “to meet
outstanding obligations incurred under that appropriation.”

Mr. MANN. Under those appropriations.

Mr. HULL. Under those appropriations. There are two ap-
propriations there, and I am afraid you destroy the appropria-
tion if you do not put that in. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an amend-
ment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add the words, “ to meet outstanding obligations Incurred under said
appropriations.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

For range finders and other instruments for fire control in fleld bat-
teries, and the machinery necessary for their manufacture at the ar-
senuls, $30,000,

Myr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of or-
der against the words in this paragraph, “ and the machinery
necessary for their manufacture at the arsenals.” I make the
point of order that it is not within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs and was o ruled at the last session
of this House,

Mr. HULL. What provision is that?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I simply move to strike out the words,
“and the machinery necessary for their manufacture at the
arsenals.” - .

Mr. HULL. I think those words ought to be stricken out;
they are subject to the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

The Clerk read as follows:

Converting muzzle-loading guns for saluting purposes: For convert-
Ing muzzle-loading fleld guns to breech-loading guns for saluting pur-
poses, and for necessary mounts for the same, $5,250.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of or-
der that this ifem is not within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
#ee on Military Affairs.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa makes the point
of order against the paragraph. :

Mr. HULL. We have been carrying on that work of convert-
ing the old muzzle-loading guns in this bill, but I have no objec-
tion to its going out. =

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last word
for the purpose of giving the gentleman from Illinois a little
information in regard to the pay of an Army captain, including
all allowances. - The only difference in the pay, as I gave it
vesterday, is between a captain mounted and an infantry cap-
tain. The captain mounted is allowed $200 a year additional
pay and the expenses of a horse. If he keeps a horse it is fed,
but if he does not keep a horse, if he is doing staff duty, where
he does not require a horse, he gets no additional pay for it; so
this covers all allowances that it is possible for an officer to
get the benefit of under the present law, and I now ask that it
be read so that the gentleman from Illinois may have full
information.

Mr. MANN. Will it also state in reference to medical sup-
plies? ;

Mr. HULL. Everything of that kind.

Mr. MANN. Fuel, grocery supplies, rent, and a number of
other things I have not yet learned about, which are constantly
growing.

Mr. HULL. It covers everything he can get, even things the
gentleman has not thought of.

The statement is as follows:

MEMORANDUM,

The only “allowances ™ received by me (a line captain) are my pay,
£200 a month; commutation of quarters, $§36 a month; the privilege of
Iuying fuel at the rate of $3 per cord of oak wood or its heat equiva-
lent; the privilege of buying commissaries at Government rate, and
medical attention and supplies,

1 use 8,000 pounds of coal a month for five months of the year, and
4,000 pounds a month for the rest of the year. The market price is
§3.18 a thousand pounds, and the Government rate is $1.41 a thousand
pounds. In each case the coal Is delivered in the cellar. The saving to
me amounts to $14.66 a month for five months and $7.33 for the rest
of the year. Total saving allowance for the year, $124.63.

My bill for commissaries runs about $18 a month, and the saving
to me is about 10 per cent of this., Total saving for the year, $17.60,
Many officers do not patronize the commissary when near cities, as the
city prices are frequently cheaper. While on duty at West Point three
rears ago, 1 bought all my commissary supbplies at Park & Tilford's In
New York, as I found that I could get them there, pay freight, and
then get better valne than I could at the West Point commissary,

Wiﬁl reference to medical attention and medical supplies, within the
last year I personally pald a bill of $835 to a bosimn in this city for
medieal attention to a member of my tnmléﬁ. Besides this, I have
had the services of an Army surgeon for which a civilian doctor would
have charged about $75. There are two Army surgeons in Washington,
and there are 288 officers who, with their families, are authorized to

have medical attention. The pay and commutation of quarters of these

two surgeons combined is $575.47 a month, or about $2 for each officer
entitled to services. Medical supplies may run this up to $1 a month
more, making its value $£3 a month.

The value to me of one year's allowances is summarized as follows :

Fuel savings . ____ e £124. 63
Commissary savings LI 17. 60
Medical attention__________ 36. 00

Total _ 178. 23

Mr. MANN. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the motion to strike out
the last word is still prevailing, I wish to say that I knew they
would not give all the information. He omits, to begin with, his
rent.

Mr. HULL. He puts in his rent; he gets $36 a month.

Mr, MANN. If it is in there, I did not hear it. e winds
up by telling what his medical supplies are worth.

Mr. HULL. He makes an estimate of that.

Mr. MANN. MHis fuel is worth so much, and his groceries
are worth so much, and if the statement of the officer be true
and not exaggerated, that itself is rather a strong indictment
against the War Department. As I understand it, it is the
practice of the War Department to furnish grocery supplies ‘at
10 per cent over the cost where they are bought in the market—
in New York City in this case. This officer said that he could
buy supplies in New York City, pay the freight, ship them to
West Point, and get them cheaper than he could out of the
Commissary Department. If it be true that a man ean buy at
retail and ship by freight from New York to West Point for
10 per eent less than the Government buys at wholesale in New
York, it is a curious commentary upon the purchases made by
the Government.

Now, the gentleman says there are only two surgeons in
Washington—that is, two Army surgeons. Does the gentleman
in charge of the bill think that statement is accurate?

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman from Illinois will read what the
officer stated, he will find that he did not say that. There are
two here that are assigned to treat officers on duty here.
There are other surgeons here that have other duties.

Mr. MANN. Those are the regular surgeons. How many
contract surgeons are there?

Mr. HULL. There are none at all in Washington.

Mr. MANN. How long has it been since they disposed of the
contract surgeons in Washington?

Mr. HULL. When did they have any here?

Mr. MANN. They have had them here. I have known of a
contract surgeon in Washington.

Mr. HULIL. When have they had them here?

Mr. MANN. Not very long ago.

Mr, HULL. They had a man here at the head of the Com-
mission to examine dental surgeons.

Mr. MANN. I am not referring to dental surgeons, but con-
tract surgeons, whose only duty was to give medical attention
to Army officers.

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman knows of any contract surgeon
in Washington who is here for the purpose of treating Army
officers he has more information than I have.

Mr. MANN. I will be glad to impart to the gentleman some
private information on the subject.

Mr. HULL. I want to say one word more, Mr. Chairman,
not on this question, but on a proposition submitted to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs to authorize the exchange of the old
rifles used by the National Guard for the new Army service
gun, when a sufficient quantity have been manufactured by the
Government to permit of such an exchange, on the same terms
under which we have heretofore exchanged arms in the service.
1 hope, before the bill becomes a law, that this provision will be
incorporated in the measure, because I believe the militia
should have the best gun that is made, so that in time of war it
will be more efficient thereby. It was only by oversight that is
omitted from this bill as reported to the House.

I now move that the committee rise and report the bill to the
House with sundry amendments, with the recommendation that
the amendments be agreed to and the bill ag amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Curgier, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that the
committee had had under consideration the bill . R. 23551,
the Army appropriation bill, and had directed him to report the
same to the House with sundry amendments, with a recom-
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill
as amended do pass.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on the amend-
ments? If not, a vote will be taken on the amendments en gross.

No separate vote was demanded.

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to.
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The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was read a third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Hurr, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

FORTIFICATION APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 23821, the
fortification appropriation bill ; and, pending that motion, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate upon this bill be limited
to four hours, one half to be controlled by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp] and the other half by myself.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the fortification ap-
propriation bill; and, pending that, he asks unanimous consent
that general debate be limited to four hours, two hours to be
controlled by himself and two hours by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Frrzcerarp]. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

The question was taken on the motion to go into Committee
of the Whole.

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. Max~ in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill
H. R. 23821, a bill making appropriations for fortifications.
The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 23821) making appropriations for fortifications and
other works of defense, for the armament thereof, for the procurement
of heavy ordnance for trial and service, and for other purposes.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr., Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. Is
there objeetion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Ap-
propriations has reported to the House a bill earrying in round
numbers $5,400,000 for fortifications and other works of defense.
The construction of fortifications and coast defenses of the
United States has been carried on for twenty years in general
upon the plans of what is known as the Endicott Board, created
by act of Congress in 1885, and which made its report in 1886.
The years that have elapsed since that have wrought many
changes in the needs of the country for fortifications. In the
meantime the system practiced of protecting these guns with
armored emplacements and turrets has ceased to be either de-
sirable or practicable; and the elimination of this from the
plans of the Endicott Board has resulted in a reduction of the
cost of the completion of the fortifications under the system
proposed by that board. At that time the modern disappearing

gun carriage was unknown ; and of course in the absence of the’

disappearing gun carriage it was necessary to protect the g'uns
by armor at the emplacement and by turrets.

The Endicott Board did not inelude in its estimates, which
aggregated $126,000,000, anything for sites. They did not in-
clude in their report anything for reserve ammunition. They
did not include in their report anything for barracks at the sea-
coast batteries. It thus appears that the $126,000,000 estimated
to be necessary by the Endicott Board did not approximately
cover the amount necessary for the proper fortification of the
coast even of continental United States.

In the meantime the judgment of the War Department has
changed as to the necessity for fortifications at some of the
points provided fo be fortified by the Endicott plan. The elim-
ination of some features not justified by a modern system, and
the elimination of some places, have reduced the cost, so that it is
now estimated that for $99,000,000 all can be done that was con-
templated by the Endicott Board, and which would still be de-
sirable to do.

Mr. McCALL. If the gentleman will permit me to interrupt
him, dees that mean $99,000,000 in all?

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. It means $99,000,000 in all. Of that
sum about £64,000,000, in round numbers, has been appropriated.
A large amount in excess of this has been carried in the for-
tifieation bills, covering items to which I have referred, which
were not included in the Endicott estimate for sites, ammuni-
tion, and other things. The result is that we have appro-
priated all through these years an average of about 3 per cent
of the amount estimated by the Endicott Board.

But a year ago, under an order of the Executive, a new board
was created to revise the plans of the Endicott Beard, now

generally known as the “Taft Board.” That board’s work
has never been expressly -sanctioned by Congress, but it may
be an aid to us in determining how much of the plans of the
Endicott Board are now regarded as obsolete by the military
authorities nupon this subject.

One of the matters of a disturbing character in the evolution
of this system of seacoast defense is found in this: A few
years ago the 12-inch gun was regarded as the ideal heavy gun
for seacoast defense, and the 12-inch gun has been already
mounted at all our important harbors. It is now discovered
that the 12-inch gun, when fired with the velocity contemplated,
namely, 2,500 to 2,600 feet per second at the muzzle, will wear
out the gun so that it becomes practically useless in from 60 to
70 shots unless relined.

The Taft Board reports that these guns ean now be fired twice
a minute, leaving the life of one of these guns, when fired at the
maximum theoretical capacity, less than one hour, and but little
in excess of half an hour. In view of this fact, the War Depart-
ment has devised a 14-inch gun which it is believed will be free in
large measure from this rapid deterioration. The rapid deterio-
ration of the 12-inch gun is due to the enormous muzzle velocity
of the projectile, which destroys the rifling in the gun, as I
have stated, in from 60 to 70 shots. Where that velocity
is reduced to 2,200 feet per second at the muzzle, the life of the
gun is increased to between 300 and 400 shots, but the range
of the gun is reduced about 25 per cent. Under the well-known
principle that the momentum of the projectile at the point of
contact is the product of its velocity and its weight, it is be-
lieved that the 14-inch gun, with a less velocity than the present
12-inch gun, and consequently a greatly reduced wear upon the
rifling, will at the point of contact have equal power with the
present 12-inch gun.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Has that proposition been demon-
strated by experiment, or is it theoretical?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The principle, of course, is a well-set-
tled one that the force at the point of contact is the product of
the velocity and the weight, and that by increasing the weight
you will get the same blow with a decreased velocity. Now,
they have not manufactured the 14-inch gun. This bill earries
$132,000 to make one 14-inch gun. Perhaps it will be partly an
experiment, but certainly it will be a success as a gun, even
though it may not aceomplish all that may be hoped for in ob-
viating the defect in the 12-inch gun.

1 stated that this bill carries in round numbers $5,400,000.
It happens that only twice in thirteen years has so small an
amount been carried by the fortifications bill—last year and one
previous year. This is almost exactly the average appropria-
tion for the last eighteen years. And when I say this it must
be borne in mind that during the earlier years of that period
all the appropriations were for continental United States,
whereas this bill earries $1,600,000 in round numbers for the de-
fense of the insular possessions. So that if we were to deduct
the appropriations for the insular possessions we would find
this bill the smallest by far in the past thirteen years, and I
think the smallest in eighteen years. I speak of this to show
that thie committee, while defending the United States properly,
have sought to be economical in the expenditure of money, be-
lieving that the advanced -state of our fortifications justifies
this policy of slower progress than in time past.

In presenting this bill I may as well avow that we have found
ourselves between two conflicting elements—the one thinking
that we were progressing too rapidly in the defense of our in-
sular possessions, the other contending that we were proceed-
ing too slowly. So far as those are concerned who think we
are proceeding too slowly in the insular possessions, I shall
content myself at this time with saying that while we have
only averaged an annual appropriation of 3 per cent toward the
completion of the fortification of continental United States, this
bill earries 7 per cent of the entive estimates for the insulav
possessions. So that we are proceeding twice as fast under
this bill in the insular possessions as we have proceeded in con-
tinental United States. For the present I shall deem that a
sufficient answer to those who contend that we ought to pro-
ceed more rapidly than we are doing in the insular possessions.

Upon the other hand, I have this to say to those who claim
that we should not proceed so rapidly in the insular possessions :
1t must be borne in mind that in continental United States the
seacoast fortifications are but an outer line of defense. Behind
these fortifications are 80,000,000 people prepared to resist, to
the nttermost, invasion by any foreign foe. In the Philippines
and in the Hawalian Islands we have no such force of patriotic
Americans to constitute a second line of defense; and if Ma-
nila or Honolulu be taken, we have no mighty force in the rear
to drive the intrduders out of the land as we have here in con-
tinental United States. So it has seemed to most of us that we
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might well adopt the middle ground and say that we would pro-
ceed more rapidly. in the insular possessions, relatively, than we
have ever proceeded in continental United States; but, upon the
other hand, that, proceeding more than twice as fast in those
possessions as in continental United States, is proceeding with
very considerable rapidity, and all that we are justified in doing
under the circumstances. Now, Mr. Chairman, I presume from
time to time I shall find it necessary to reply to those who may
differ with the majority of the committee upon the wisdom or
course pursued in drafting this bill, but I do not care to take
further time of the commitiee in its original presentation.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Before the gentleman takes his seat I
want to ask a few guestions purely for information. Has Con-
gress adopted any plan for the fortifications of the Pacifie
islands?

Mr. SMITH of TIowa. Congress can not be said to have
adopted any plan.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Did the Taft board recommend any
system of coast defense for those islands? :

Mr. SMITH of Towa., It did.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. How many harbors and seaports are
included in the policy or plan of the Taft board for coast de-
fenses in the Pacific islands?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The Taft board reports in favor of for-
tifying Manila, Subig Bay, Honolulu, Pearl Harbor, and
Guam. The total estimates of the Taft board for our insular
possessions are, in round numbers, $22,000,000, but your com-
mittee have only allowed or recommended appropriations cov-
ering certain defenses in the Philippines and Hawail. That is,
the langnage of the bill is * For seacoast batteries in Hawaii and
the Philippine Islands.”

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does the gentleman believe that the
fortification of the harbors included in the report of the Taft
board wounld constitute an adeguate coast defense for the Phil-
ippine Archipelago, for instance? .

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I should assume that these defenses
proposed at Subig Bay and at Manila by the Taft board would
not be available for defenses of the other ports of the archipel-
ago, but the expense of seacoast fortifications is exceeding great.
The defenses at Manila would cost more than $6,000,000, and at
Subig Bay more than $2,000,000.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Let me ask the gentleman this: Unless
we make adequate defenses in the Philippine Archipelago, we
are in comparatively little better condition than if we made
none. If we leave some exposed point for the landing of the
enemy, we have lost practically the whole situation.

Mr. SMITH of Towa. I think not. I may say, in the first
place, that it is never practicable to attempt to fortify the whole
coast at home, but only the important harbors. Now, the at-
tempt to fortify all the islands, sparsely populated and of
little value, of the Philippines, would cost a fabulous sum. The
only purpose in the Philippines is to fortify the populous places
and the available harbors and important naval bases.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I wanted the gentleman's opinion on
that question. I feel a good deal concerned over the situation
in the Philippine Islands. They constitute our element of weak-
ness in an international strife, in a conflict with a foreign power.
There is no doubt about that. I wondered what the plan of
the Government was toward defending these islands, because
we have got to defénd them as long as we control them. Now,
the Taft board recommended fortifieations and a number of
additional harbors in the United States, did it not?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. A very few additional harbors, if any.
It did recommend some additional outer line of defense. For
example, and there will be large discussion on that subject,
which I do not care to go into now in detail, it will appear that
the cities on Chesapeake Bay are fully and abundantly and im-
pregnably fortified, but it dees appear that at the time the
Endicott board prepared the plans of seacoast fortification the
range of guns and what they deemed a reasonable expense did
not allow them to recommend the fortifications at the mouth of
the Chesapeake Bay, but to fortify the cities and harbors of
Chesapeake Bay. The Taft board has recommended the con-
struction of an artificial island in the mouth of Chesapeake Bay,
a project that was rejected by the Endicott board as being too
expensive. That is an outer line of defense and is designed
to prevent a foreign fleet from entering Chesapeake Bay and
there making a naval base.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The Dbill before the committee now
carries no appropriation for that sort of an improvement?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It does not

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I read some discussions, I think, in
one of the magazines recently on that very question. I did not
know whether it was feasible or not, because I know so little

about coast-defense work generally. Are there any fortified
harbors in Porto Rico?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I understand that some Spanish forti-
fieations exist there, but no money has been appropriated for
Porto Rico, so far as I am advised, by the Congress of the
United States. :

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Did the Taft Board recommend fortify-
ing any of the ports of Porto Rico?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They did, but the War Department has
never regarded that as pressing as other insular possessions
and has never made estimates therefor to us asking for money
for that purpose.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is probably true, but in view of
the faet that the amount carried by the bill has been reduced it
occurred to me that it might be a good plan to start, if it be the
ultimate policy of the Government to fortify Porto Rican ports,
and I think it must be ultimately——

Mr. SMITH of Towa. They are better fortified, as I under-
stand it, than any other of the ports that we took from Spain.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have no doubt about that, and then
their proximity to the United States gives them an additional

“safeguard ; but it occurred to me that we ought to engage our

thought and energy largely now toward fortifying these islands,
because they are pretty generally exposed and they are a source
of weakness and probably of concern.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I have always contended that we
should largely defer to the judgment of the skilled men upon
this subject, and they have insisted that the Pacific Islands were
more important than Porto Rico.

1\11&.9 CRUMPACKER. More important because more ex-
posed ?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. More exposed in the sense that they
are more distant and harder for us to defend.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think that is true enough.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I would like the chairman of
the committee fo tell me whether I understood him correctly.
I understood him to say that the appropriation proposed by the
bill carries about 70 per cent of the estimates for insular pos-
Sessions.

Oh, no.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa.

Mr. KEIFER. Then I misunderstood the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I will explain that so that there will
be no misunderstanding. The Taft Board's estimate for the
protection of the Philippine and Hawaiian islands is slightly in
excess of $11,000,000. The estimate of the Taft Board for the
fortification of all the insular possessions is slightly in excess
of $22,000,000. The amount we give this year for the insular
possessions, which will be expended all in Hawaii and the
Philippines, is T per cent of the entire amount estimated for all
the insular possessions, or 14 per cent of the amount estimated
for the islands where these appropriations are to be expended.
In other words, in about seven years with such expenditures as
this, everything that the Department has ever estimated for
would be completed in Hawaii and the Philippine Islands; but
it must not be forgotten that we have already appropriated large
sums toward this $11,000,000. I am simply giving you the
amount of progress this year at 14 per cent of the total esti-
mate. As a matter of fact we have already appropriated about
five millions when this bill is passed, or about half the amount,
so that it would be only necessary to carry this for three or four
more years to absolutely complete the appropriations asked by
the Taft Board for the Hawaiian and Philippine islands.

Mr, MAHON. AMr. Chairman, I want to ask the gentleman a
question. In making these appropriations of millions of dollars
for the Philippine Islands, when are you going to get it back?

Mr. SMITH of Towa. I never have understood that we have
ever got back in any sense such as the gentleman apparently
uses the term any money from anywhere. This money is ex-
pended for the protection of our pride.

Mr. MAHON. Yes; and you better get rid of them in some
way.

Mr. SMITH of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I will now ask that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. FIrrzeErALp] occupy some of his
time,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Syira] in presenting the bill has given a compre-
hensive view of what has been done for the coast defenses of
the country during the past eighteen or nineteen years, or since
the initiation of the Endicott Board's scheme of coast defenses,
1 think it is a matter of some congratulation that the committee
wihout any serlous difference of opinion has found it pessible
to present a bill which is one of the smallest during the past
seventeen years. The amount actually appropriated for the
coast defenses of the United States proper is $3,643,943. It is
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not the belief of the committee that the defenses of the country
are in a perfect condition, but it is always universally conceded
that the defenses are in such condition that should an imper-
ative call be made upon the military officials of the country
adequate protection would be found afforded to the important
and strategic points along the coasts of the United States.

What I wish particularly to criticise in this bill is the fact
that so large a percentage of the moneys appropriated for the
defenses of the country are made available for insular posses-
sions.

Last year the estimates for the coast defenses amounted
to the sum of $8953,112. The appropriation was $5,053,993,
and of that amount $947,000, or about 19 per cent of the gross
appropriation, was set apart for use in the insular possessions.
The pending bill ecarries $5,411,883. The estimates submitted
by the Department for the coming year were $15,068,559, while
of the five and a half millions, in round numbers, appropriated
by the bill, $1,502,940, or about 30 per cent of the entire appro-
priation, is set apart for our insular possessions. It must be
remembered, too, that in appropriating for the defenses of the
United States, Congress is appropriating to carry out a well-
defined plan which was prepared under the authority of a
board created by act of Congress. In appropriating to provide
for the defenses of our insular possessions money is appropri-
ated not to carry out a well-defined scheme which was initiated
with Congressional authority, but to carry out a plan which has
been adopted by the executive department of the Government
without so far having the approval or sanction of the legislative
branch of the Government.

It will be remembered, too, that in the last session of Congress
there was a serious conflict of opinion and sharp discussion
as to the advisability of fortifying Subig Bay, in the Philippine
Islands. In the plan under which, apparently, appropriations
for fortifications in the insular possessions are being made the
Taft board has indicated Subig Bay to be one of the most impor-
tant places to be defended, and recommends a large sum to com-
plete defenses there. My criticisms of the amount allotted for
the insular possessions would be these: If these defenses be im-
perative, much larger appropriations should be made at once in
order that the proposed fortifications may be available in any
sudden emergency. If they be not imperative, if the policy of
this Government regarding the Philippine Islands is yet to be
defined, if ultimately—when I say ultimately I mean within a
reasonable time—the United States are to relinquish control of
the Philippine Islands, I doubt the propriety of now expending
a very large sum in permanent fortifications at any places there.
The so-called Taft board submitted a plan which ecalls for the
expenditure of $22,000,000 for the fortification of our island pos-
sessions, and the committee has allowed upon this plan money at
a much more liberal rate than has been allowed for the coast
defenses of the United States. In 1888, when the Endicott board’s
plan was adopted, as the Taft board points out, the absence of
any navy that might properly be designated by that name made
it imperative that there should at once be established harbors of
refuge for our merchant marine, and in spite of that fact, in the
year 1890 the appropriations under the fortifications act were
only $1,233,594. At this time, with what many people believed
to be an ample naval force for any legitimate purpose, with the
well-defined policy of the Government for some years past to
keep some considerable naval force in Aslatic waters, it is nev-
ertheless felt necessary in this bill, in order to protect the lim-
ited interest of this country in the Philippines as compared with
our great interest here, to proceed at a much more rapid rate
in making the appropriations for their defenses. Such haste, in
my opinion, is unnecessary.

This bill contains the language regarding the defenses for the
insular possessions in the same form as the last fortification
act. Several years ago Congress required the War Department
to submit estimates in detail for each place in our insular pos-
gessions where it was proposed to expend money for fortifica-
tions. In making the appropriations, however, the method of
submitting the estimates has not been followed, but the appro-
priations have been given generally with discretion to the De-
partment to use the money where it believes it fo be most
necessary. 1 believe it to be more important to attempt this
year to change the language of the bill in this respect, particu-
larly since the Taft board points out the places that should be
fortified in the order of their importance, and the Secretary of
War states that expenditures would be made for defenses at
those places in the order specified, were it not for the fact that
the Secretary also stated that if there were any difference of
opinion as to the advisability of going on with the fortification
of Subig Bay, and if sufficient money were not given to fortify
both places in the Philippine Islands selected by the board, that
he would use the apprapriation made in this bill to complete

the defenses at Manila. So, merely to give expression to the
difference of opinion that exists and in the hope that some day
the policy of the Department may so change that the Subig
Bay project will be abandoned, I call attention to the fact that
the appropriation for the insular possessions will not complete
the defenses contemplated at both places, but may be used with
great advantage at the place the Secretary deems most impor-
tant—Manila.

The Taft board, in its report, points out that it is a “ naval
maxim that the enemy’s fleet is the primary objective, and it fol-
lows that the harbor defenses can not depend upon the presence
of any vessels to resist a naval attack. Wahile it i8 possible such
vessels may be in the port, their presence will not be part of a
plan for harbor defense by naval cooperation. It follows, there-
fore, that the defense of such harbor must depend immediately
upon guns and not marine mines, and that this defense must be
sufficiently strong to repel any naval attack that may reasonably
be expeected.”

And yet, in the report of the Taft board, one of the reasons
given for the fortification of Subig Bay is to make available for
the defense of Manila the fleet that is supposed to operate from
Subig Bay as a base.

My only purpose in saying anything upon this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, was to give expression to my dissatisfaction at the extent
of the appropriations for the insular possessions in comparison
with those for the United States proper. I believe that the com- .
mittee has acted conservatively, and has given in the main all
that is imperatively required for the coast defenses at this time.
And following the action of my colleague upon the committee, I
shall reserve for other places, when special items are reached
in the bill, any further suggestions I may have to make regard-
ing such items.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Towa [Mr. Smrra] IS
not ready to consume some of his time, I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [ Mr. GAiNes] thirty minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Very well.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I yield thirty minutes’to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAINES]. 2

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I desire to discuss
what is commonly known now in the newspapers and amongst
the Members of Congress as the “ docking bill.” I do not know
if the American people could see this Chamber at this moment
that it would be necessary for me to discuss, certainly for the
people of the country, the need of a docking bill, to force the
Members of the House who are chronic absentees to attend the
daily sessions.

Here is a bill now under consideration, Mr. Chairman, that
carries nearly $5,000,000, I think, and with practically an empty
Chamber to listen to the discussion of these two matters. I
dare say, Mr. Chairman, that there were not any more Members
present when we passed the legislative, executive, and judicial
appropriation bill some weeks ago. That was an immense bill.
I do not know how many millions of dollars it carried.

But I do know that as soon as the Members voted on the
salary question that a great many of them pitched out for home
or somewhere—I do not know where they went. We all know
that.

Mr. Chairman, I have started this move, and I have done it
reluctantly. I have no ill-feeling toward any Member of this
House nor of the Senate. My relations, T am gratified to say,
are pleasant and have been pleasant during my Congressional
career.

But, Mr. Chairman, I feel that I owe a duty to this House; I
owe it to my constituents, I owe it to the country, to bring this
chronic absenteeism to the attention of not only the Members
of this House, but the people of the United States. 1 am
under oath to uphold the law. So are you, gentlemen. And
why? Because, Mr. Chairman, of the very thing that occurs
here day after day, which I have deseribed, namely, a chronie
absenteeism of the Members of this House when great ques-
tions of state are being or should be discussed, and when mil-
lions and millions of the people’s money are being spent as
though money grew on trees.

And who does the daily work day in and day out? It is the
handful of faithful men who come here day in and day out.
Why, Mr. Chairman, I was delighted a few minutes ago to join
in the applause that greeted the announcement of the Speaker
when he turned over the committee to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Max~], who from 12 o'clock every day until this
House adjourns is in his seat and upon his feet, looking after
the business of this House and of the country. Like an intel-
lectual corkscrew our minority leader [Mr. WiLriams] stands
on watch on this side, and few more. There are a few faithful
on each side. They bear the daily burden that we all should
help bear and see that the work is well done.
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I have seen both of our leaders ask * Where are our men on

this committee,” and no one present to answer and explain the
merits or demerits of the bill.
. Then both leaders pry into the bill to see what it is—at great
disadvantage, of course. This they must almost daily do. It
should not be so. Members should be here from all the commit-
tees and look after bills coming from thelr respective commit-
tees.

So much for this.

In a number of Congresses away back yonder the absent
Members, except their excuse was illness, were docked. I
{ask-the Clerk to read the form used by the Sergeant-at-Arms in
ltha Fifty-third Congress.

The Clerk read as follows:

IMPORTANT.

OFFICE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED BTATES,
Washington, D. C., 5 188—,

Dear Sim: I mail you herewith a blank which contains a copy of
section 40 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, passed August
16, 1856, together with a certificate to be ai%ned by you showing the
mumber of days, if any, you have been absent from the House during
the month of » 18—,

The certificate of the E?eaker, which follows it, will be filled out ac-
cording to the facts certified by ﬂﬁ]l‘l.

This certificate can not be ed out by you until the 3d of each
month. As the 4th is pay day, the Speaker can not sign or the Ser-

t-at-Arms %ag this certificate in time to meet the checks that man
ﬁen::t!l:en have n in the habit of making payable on the 4th of ea
month.

Bection 40, referred to above, will be enforced on May 4, 1894, cov-
ering the month of April, as 1 am advised that I am leff no discre-
tlon in the matter.

To prevent serious inconvenience to Members and to prevent protest,
checks which may have been in the habit of mkln{; yable on that
day should not be drawn against their accounts until they have aetual
knowledge that their salaries have been placed to their credit If they
desire to draw against the current month.

HRespectfully, H. W. Sxow,
Sergeant-at-Arms House of Representatives, United States.

To the Hon.

[Section 40, Revised Statutes.]

The Secre of the Senate and Serﬁgﬂntat-;&rms of the House, re-
spectively, shall deduct from the monthly payments of each Member
of Delegate the amount of his salary for each day that he has been
absent from the Senate or House, respectively, unless such Member or
Delegate assigns as the reason for such absence the sickness of him-
self or of some member of his family.

HoUsSE OF REPRESEXTATIVES, UNITED STATES,
Washington, D. C., ; :
the month of I have been ab-
eductions should be made under section

I hereby certify that durin
sent days, for which
40 of the Revised Statutes. -

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, Mr. Chairman, that form
was prepared by Speaker Crisp himself, and he so stated on the
floor of this House, as the Recorp shows. I will read the form
again:

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES,
: Washington, D. C., -, 189—,

1 hereby certify that doring the month of I have been absent
days, for which deductions should be made under section 40 of
the Revised Statutes. %

Now, then, here is the present form used:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D. C., 4 .
I certify that there is due to the ITon. four hundr
and ——— dollars, as a Member of the House of Representatives for
the Fifty-ninth Congress.

Recelved payment,
$41—.

, Speaker,

Now, I did not know one word about the act of 1856 being
the existing law until I had introduced the bill on the subject.
In looking up the laws fixing the salaries of Members of Con-
gress—the old acts—I came across these docking statutes, and

ing this chronic absenteeism growing and the evil results re-

sulting I sat down at my desk here and wrote this bill and in-
troduced it. I found as early as 1816 a docking statute was
enacted. Members were then put on a salary.
. Previous to 1816 the Members of Congress were allowed so
much per day for each day’s attendance in many if not all the
laws, so that you see I have come by this matter very naturally
and very honestly.

The rules of the House provide that—

Every Member shall be present within the Hall of the House during
its sitting, unless excused or necessarily prevented, and shall vote on
each question put, unless ke has a direct ﬂgersomil or pecuniary interest
in the event of such guestion. Pairs shall be announced by the Clerk
after the completion of the second roll call from a written list fur-
nished him and signed by the Member making the statement to the
Clerk, which list shall be published in the Recorp as part of the pro-
ceedlngs immediately tol[owin% the names of those voting: Provided,
That pairs shall be announced but once during the same legislative day.

I was looking at the statute of 1856 when I wrote out the
bill that I prepared. My bill is substantially that act with

this material difference, that the law of 1856 does not require
the Member of Congress to certify *in writing” that he has
been absent by reason of sickness. The bill that I introduced
does require the excuse to be “in writing.” That written cer-
tificate would be on file in the office of the Sergeant-at-Arms,
and open to the public to read. This is a day of publicity. This
would strengthen the law.

So you see, gentlemen, that the sitnation historically, so far
as I am concerned, is just as I have stated it.

As stated, the act of 1816 fixed the salary for the first time
at so much per year. Previous to that it was a per diem, but
the act of 1816 contained this proviso:

Provided, nevertheless, That in case any Senator; Representative, or
Delegate shall not attend In his place at the day on which Congress
shall convene, or shall absent himself before the close of the session,
a deduction shall be made from the sum which would otherwise be
allowed to him, in proportion to the time of his absence, save and in
case of sickness, under the same provisions as are established by exist-
ing law; and the aforesaid allowance shall be certified and paid in
the same manner as the dally compensation of Members of Congress
has heretofore been.

The aet of 1816 was repealed by the act of January 22, 1818,
which put the Members back on a daily allowance in this lan-
guage:

That at every session of Co! and every meeting of the Benate
in the recess of Congress after the 3rd day of Manrgh. in the year
1817, each Senator shall be entitled to receive $8 for ever he has
attended or shall attend the Benate, and shall also be allowed $8
every 20 miles of estimated distance.

And so forth. A similar provision in the next session applied
to Members of the House in the next section. Now, that was
the law down to 1856. By the act of 1856 the law was made
what it is to-day. I think I have the act here.

By the act of 1856 it is provided:

SEc. 6. That it shall be the duty of the Bergeant-at-Arms of the
House and the Secretary of the Senate, respectively, to deduct from
the monthly payments to the Member as herein provided for the
amount of his compensation for each day that such Member shall be
absent from the House or Senate, respectively, unless such Repre-
sentative, Senator, or Delegate shall assign a reason for such absence,
the sickness of himself or some member his family. ‘

Now, that is the act of August 16, 1856, which was earried
into the Revised Statutes of 1878 as section 40, which was re--
ferred to by Mr. Snow, the Sergeant-at-Arms in the Fifty-third
Congress. Here is what Mr. Snow inserted in that notice:

Section 40, referred to above, will be enforced on May 4, 1894, cov-
ering the month of April, as I am advised, and I am left no discretion
in the matter. ;.

The law did not say that this, that, or the other man should
enforce it. It says the Sergeant-at-Arms shall do so. Now, the
Sergeant-at-Arms is an officer of this House. He is under oath
and bond to obey the law. Rule 1V of the House, which defines
the duties of the Sergeant-at-Arms, reads as follows:

1. It shall be the duty of the Sergeant-at-Arms to attend the House
and the Committee of the Whole during their sittings to maintain or-
der under the direction of the Speaker or man, and, pending the
election of a Speaker or Speaker pro tempore, under the direction of
the Clerk; execute the commands of the House, and all processes is-
sued by authority thereof, directed to him by the Speaker; k the
accounts for the pay and mileage of Members and Delegates, and pay
them as provided by law.

8Ec. 2. The symbol of his office shall be a mace, which shall be borne
by him when enforcing order on the floor.

‘Let us go a little further, Mr. Chairman, and see how this
law was enforced. You will find that in 1862 or in 1863, I for-
get which it was, Congress passed an act or resolution excusing
the soldiers in the ecivil war who were Members of Congress.
That was brought about by some Members coming up here who
had been away fighting for their country, and the Sergeant-at-
Arms refused to pay them their salary because they had been
ahsent and could not excuse themselves because of having been
gick. It reads as follows: :

That until the further order of Congress the Secretary of the Sen-
ate and Sergeant-at-Arms of the House are directed to receive as a valid
excuse for ahsence from dut{ in Congress active employment in mil-
itary service for the suppression of the rebellion without pay.

Without pay. Soldiers were not allowed pay while in the
military service; surely Members should not expect pay in time
of peace when wrongfully absent. :

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, that was passed the Hon.
Charles Sumner offered a provision, which is now section 41 of
the Revised Statutes, which permits the House and the Senate
to excuse members under certain limitations.

Sgc. 41. When any Member or Delegate withdraws from his seat and
does not return before the adjournment of Congress, he shall, in addi-
tion to the sum deducted for each d:g. forfeit a sum equal to the
amount which would have been allowed by law for his traveling ex-
penses In returning home; and such sum shall be deducted® from his

compensation, unless the withdrawal is with the leave of the Senate or
House of Representatives, respectively.

Now, gentlemen, what has been the effect of this law? When
was any docking done? I do not intend to call names, I have
not undertaken to find out who were docked in recent years,

for
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and I do not know who were docked and do not care who were
docked. In fact, if I had the names I would not print them.
But I find on page 3 of a House report, when it was being en-
forced in the Fifty-third Congress, this statement by Mr. Wol-
verton, from Pennsylvania, who reported this act of 1856—sec-
tion 40, Revised Statutes, was the law. The report says:

Section 6 of the act of 1856 (now sectlon 40 of the Revised Statutes)
was understood by Members of Congress to be in force long after the
passage of the act of 1866, and large amounts were deducted under it
on account of the absence of Members and covered into the Treasury
between 1856 and 1867, inclusive. In several cases large sums were
deducted.

The committee can see how far back this law has been en-
forced. The report goes on to say :

In several cases large sums were deducted. Among others, Hon.
Francis P. Blair In _one year deducted $774.556; Hon. George W.
Bridges, $1,685.10; Hon. Jacob P. Blair, $205.50; Hon. Benjamin
Wood, $75.98; Hon. C. C. Culver, one hundred and seventy-three days,
$2,402.78. These are only a few of the instances Among many,

These names have already been printed.

Now, then, in 1869 the question came up, and the Sergeant-
at-Arms submitted a letter as to whether or not to dock cer-
tain Members who had not been sworn in as Members of the
House, and the ITouse again recognized the existence of this
law. It has been recognized by recent Congresses, the Fifty-
third Congress enforcing this law when Mr. Snow, Sergeant-at-
Arms under Speaker Crisp deducted salaries to the amount of
$12,000—§12,000—1 presume in one gession, because of ab-
senteeism! And under the regulation that I have read to you
a few moments ago the question came up in the Fifty-fourth
Congress as to whether or not they would reimburse these
Members who had absented themselves from the House in the
Fifty-third Congress. The question was raised upon the floor
of this House and defeated, and the law again vindicated and
upheld by a vote of 113 yeas to 55 nays on the motion carried
to strike out the appropriation. Here are the words of the
item in the appropriation:

To enable the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House of Representatives to
pay Members of the House of Regresentatlves of the Fifty-third Con-

esgﬂahe amounts withheld in thelr salaries on account of absence,
12,000, .

This was stricken out, as stated.

At page 192 of Hinds's Parliamentary Practice you will find
that these rules and practices, etc., are referred to as having
been upheld. I turn now to the Manual that Mr. Hinds gets up
for us, entitled * Constitution, Manual and Digest,” and on
page 553 of that book we find the following :

Provisions of Constitution relating to compensation of Members. (7)
Constitution, Article I, section G, p. 6.

Rate of pay of Member and how disbursed. (11) Revised Statutes,
gections 38, 89, 46, 47, 48; 18 Stat. L., p. }, 389; 1} Rtat. L., p. 323; 19
Stat. L., p. 155; £ Stat. L., p. 6}5; 22 Stat. L., p. 108.

The pa and mﬁeaﬁe of Members are disbursed by the Sergeant-at-

_Arms. (1715, 1717) Rule IV, section 1; 26 Stal. L., pp. 645, 6}6.

Certificates of salary and mileage of Members may be signed for the
Speaker by a designated employee. 33 Stat. L., p. —.

The statutes provide for deducting the pay of Members in certain
leaves of absence. Revised Statutes, section §i.

The above law has been enforced. 2-53, ct‘m'rl’,__;lp. 3797, J130-4133.
Re 5

rts Nos. 704, 1218; 2-54, Record, pp. 2013, 2049-205
than a quorum may not direct the enforcement of section 40,
Revised Statutes, in order to secure the attendance of absent Members.
(301 and footnote) 1-51, Journal, p. 1025, Record, p. 9922.

I believe Mr. Speaker Carlisle ruled that that was the law:
that is, that less than a quorum could not pass this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to discuss this question of
law. 1 was simply going to discuss the usefulness of this law
and these rules, the great need of both and their enforcement.

I have here a report made in the Fifty-third Congress upon
a measure to repeal this law. Mr. Powers reported it from the
Judiciary Committee. But the law was not repealed. It is
now still the law as much as then.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennessee
has expired.

Mr, GAINES of Tennessee, Will the gentleman from New
York give me a little more time?

Mr. FITZGERALD. How much time does the gentleman
want?

Mp, GAINES of Tennessee. Fifteen minutes,

Mr. GROSVENOR. Does the gentleman from Tennessee claim
that a Member of Congress, in order to receive the salary of
$5,000 a year, is compelled to remain in this Hall all the time?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. No; not at all.

Mr. GROSVENOR. In his seat?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Not at all. He may be working
in the committee room by an order of the House, by permission
of the IHouse. We grant these orders every day.

Mr. GROSVENOR. What does the gentleman say to the pro-
vision of the Constitution that inveighs against eruel and unu-
sual punishment? [Laughter.]

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The gentleman asks me about
whether or not I say a Member of Congress must be here in this
Chamber to earn his salary. I said no; he may have to be in
the committee room, as I was yesterday, by permission of the
House, but I was at work with my committee. He may have
to be in the River and Harbor Committee room, where about
eighteen of the best Members of Congress are, and whose at-
tention and advice and assistance we must necessarily lose
upon the floor of this House here every day until they get their
report in. Hence the greater reason for the Members of Con-
gress to be here every day, so that when these committees sit,
as they must sit from time to time and day to day, but not every
day on special matters, as in my case—the greater reason, I
say, for a constant and daily and perpetual attendance upon the
part of the Members of this House, except in case of illness.

Now, who made these rules? The gentleman from Ohio
helped to do it and perpetuate them. He is almost the king
bee of ruledom, Mr. Chairman, and the rule is proper. Of
course, Mr. Chairman, a Member has to be absent sometimes,
but by permission of the House, attending to his committee
work—special hearing’s rule—but he is still here in the Hall
constructively, and the courts, I think, have so ruled, and the
Speakers have also, I think, in questions of Members for as-
sault and the bringing in of contumacious witnesses, and mat-
ters of that sort, saying, In effect, a committee is a branch of
the House, But let that be as it may, the point I make, Mr.
Chairman, is: All Members should be here and take it turn
about in this floor work and not leave the House so as to put
practically all the burdens of legislation upon a few faithful
men who are daily here.

Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. With pleasure.

Mr. PAYNE. Has the gentleman in his researches been able
to find out whether the attempted enforcement of this rule had
any effect?

Mr., GAINES of Tennessee. I was getting to that when in-
terrupted a moment ago by the gentleman from Ohio, and I
will proceed to show that it did compel the attendance of
Members.

Mr. PAYNE. I want to say to the gentleman my recollec-
tion is—I was here at the time Speaker Crisp decided to enforce
it—that the thing broke down of its own weight. It did not
last a great while, and the whole thing went into what was
called in those days “ innocuous desnetude.”

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I understand. I am accused of
digging up this * innocuous desuetude.” I do that because I
believe I am right, and I am quite sure the gentleman from
New York will join in trying to relieve himself of his unceasing
floor work here. I see that gentleman, rich with honors and
blessed with the wisdom of at least the beginning of old age,
coming here at 12 o’clock every day and staying until 5, 6, some-
times 7, looking after bills good, bad, and indifferent. The
gentleman has asked me whether or not the enforcement of
this law *broke down.” In 1890 the House did not have a
quorum, and the House would not adjourn. This resolution was
offered by Mr. HAUGEN :

Resolved, That. the Sergeant-at-Arms take into custody and bring to

the-bar of the House such Members as are now absent without leave of
absence,

Mr. Buchanan, of New Jersey, a Republican, offered an
amendment, as follows:

‘Resolved, That the Sergeant-at-Arms be, and he is hereby, directed to
enforce the provislons of section 40 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States.

This amendment was accepted. Then Mr. Buckalew, of Penn-
sylvania, made an observation, and the present Speaker of the
House, Mr. CANNoXN, made this reply: -

Does not the gentleman from Pennsylvania think that it would be a
very effective

The word * effective” is italicized in this report. I imagine
Mr. Caxxon italicized it by both manner and voice.

A;fllﬂ‘cﬂve way to procure the attendance of gentlemen.
r. BUCKALEW. o8,

That is what the Speaker, Mr. CANNoN, said and thought in
1890.

In 1862 Mr. Sumner said that the absenteeism of the Senate
and House was so great that they could not keep a quorum, and
this statute of 1862 was to compel them to remain and do busi-
ness,

I want fo state what Mr. MArrory said on the floor of this
House during the enforcement of that law in the Fifty-third
Congress, as follows :

I believe that the regulation has worked well,

I think it has done

Just what we have been striving vainly heretofore to accomplish : that is
to say, to secure a quorum on the floor of the House at all times, and

whether it is the law and whether it is just or right or not, I think it
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a good rule, and we would be guilty of a great wrong and be doing our-
selves gross injustice if, after adopting the rule and adhering to it
through the last and this session, we should now abrogate it. It would
slmply give an exense for subsequent Congresses to do the same thing.

That is the language of Mr. Marrory in 1895. Judge D
ArMOND in his report in the Fifty-third Congress, filed in July,
gaid it had the effect to bring Members in. Then we have this
statement of Mr. CANNON, our present Speaker, that it was an
“effective ” means of procuring the attendance of gentlemen
here. Why, I will say to my friend from New York that since
the news of the resurrection of this old statute by myself a few
days ago went all over the country for the first time since the
vote on the salary question some tiree weeks ago we had about
210 or 215 Members of the House a {ew days ago. The Speaker
counted that many, but we have had a handful here to-day and
for several days.

I think I have recently seen Members of Congress here who
had not been lere at all this session of Congress except to get
their mileage, perhaps, and to get their salaries. Others have
not appeared at all. 1 have seen Members here since I raised
this question, Mr. Chairman, who were not here before. It is
immaterial to me. 1 have been criticised and abused about my
action in this matter, but I can not permit that to drive me from
my post of duty. I have no feeling in this matter, absolutely
none. I am doing my duty under the law which we all swear
that we will uphold and enforce. Now, without any ill-feeling
in the world, T want to say to the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Moox], and I want to say to my good friend
from Kentucky [Mr. 8SuerLEY], who have in charge this eriminal-
code revision that we are to take up here in a few days, that cer-
tainly we should have at least a quorum here fo revise criminal
laws. Surely we should have all the Members here when we
tear up the criminal laws of this country and put them back
in place in about forty-eight working days, and do the balance of
the business of this country. It is very opportune for this law
to be enforced, and I hope it will be. And I want to say to these
distinguished gentlemen, as I started to say, that we must have
a quorum here to do that work.

I am not going to have the eriminal laws of this country re-
vised by a handful of Members. The people are not suffering
for revised criminal laws. But the lawyers suffer because of
unrevised codes.

You remember that in 1874 the “ revisers" revised into our
coinage laws a provision that stripped existing silver dollars of
their legal tender, and but few knew anything about it. The
revisers “ changed” the * existing” law. In 1873 there was a
“ demonetization of silver,” and even Speaker Blaine confessed
he did not know the bill enacted did so. The * watchdog of the
ITouse,” Mr. Holman, said the same thing, and a number of
celebrities said the same thing. It ig because, gentlemen, Mem-
bers of Congress are not here during these dry debates, but
the *“whips” get them here by force when a roll call is ex-
pected. I know they are dry. I make a dry speech myself. I
am a dry man, Mr. Chairman, in some respects. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURLESON. Are we to understand from what the gen-
tleman states that he proposes to insist on a quorum being
present?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I certainly shall insist on a
quorum being present to revise the criminal laws of my country.

Mr. BURLESON. And the gentleman intends to make that
statement good? ;

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. 1 do, sir. If I ecan get the
Speaker to stand with me and stand by the Constitution, I am
going to have if.

Mr. BURLESON. I hope the gentleman may.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I hope the gentleman from Texas
will help me. I join hands with him on that.

1 feel that it is my duty to do what I have done. I have done
it without offending anyone, I hope, but if I have I want to say
thig, if anybody takes it as personal, Mr. Chairman, then they
must simply take it, for T will not retreat or retract. I have
stayed inside of the four corners of the REcorp, as I understand
it. If I have misstated a single fact I will correct it if you
will show me in error. I am standing by the law that the
Demoerats enforeed and I am standing by the judgment on that
law that a Republican Congress enforced, the Fifty-fourth Con-
gress, that refused to refund this money. They refused by a
heavy vote to refund it, and I remember what the present

. Speaker of this House said when that matter was up, and if I
can turn to it promptly I will read it. His words are in the
Recorn. He said that Congress had adjudged that this act of
1856 was the law and enforced it, and now if we go along and
permit this appropriation to be allowed in this bill then it is
repudiating that and repudiating the law and saying it is not
the law. The House stood by that position and refused to ap-
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propriate this money. So, gentlemen, there is nothing partisan'
in this matter. Both Republicans and Democrats have enforced !
it. It is the law to-day. It is our duty to the people of this

country to stay here, as a few of the men of this House have

done, from the time the House is called to order in December,

day in and day out, until it adjourns, except in case bf sickness.

There may be other proper excuses for leaving, but the grace of

the House in that respect has been abused and the public service

suffered.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa.
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, this fight was fought out in the
Fifty-third Congress. The IRReed rules had been adopted in the
Fifty-first Congress. The Democrats came in and in the Fifty-
third Congress the Iepublicans made up their minds they
should adopt the Reed rules, which Congress did. In the Fifty-
third Congress Speaker Crisp issued that order docking Mem-
bers. I was very prompt in that fight. I resisted that order.
The act of Congress in 1854 gave to Members $5,000 a year
salary, and that was not divisible at the option or by the deci-
sion of any Speaker of the House. Some men docked them-
selves; 1 did not. I had $7,000 in the office here and Speaker
Crisp very kindly gave me a certificate, and 1 got it at the end
of the Fifty-third Congress. :

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield ten minutes to
the gentleman from Towa [Mr. Lacey].

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, perhaps it would be well to
spend time enough to find out what the facts are in regard to
the so-called * docking of salaries.” It would hardly be worthy
of discussion now, I think, if it had not been for the fact that
the newspapers have again taken up the subject recently and
have been discussing the question as to whether these absences
should be deduected for under existing law. In the Fifty-third
Congress Mr. Crisp attempted to hold a quorum by enforcing
section 40 of the Revised Statutes and requiring each Member to
certify that he had not been absent from the House except-in
case of sickness of himself or in his family. Most of the Mem-
bers simply changed that certificate and certified that they had
“not been absent any time for which deduction could legally be
made,” and on that certificate most of them drew their salaries.
There were a few exceptions. I remember where a gentleman
from the West, whom I will not name, but who was then com-
monly known as “ Uncle Joe,” attempted fo reason it out in his
pay certificate. He put the statement in the certificate that he
had been absent so many days and that he had been * absent by
leave of the House;™ but Mr. Speaker Crisp refused to certify
his pay, so he lost $39.40. There was a report current here in
the House at that time that in a subsequent conversation on the
streets of the gentleman’s home town two farmers got to talking
about this cireumstance, and one of them said: * I understand
that ‘ Uncle Joe® is a losin’ of his mind.”” The other one said:
“No! What's the matter?” * Well, they say he ain’t got sense
enough to draw his pay.” [Laughter.] That was a common
story in the cloakroom here for some time. The gentleman lost
his $39.40, which has never been paid. -

When the question of payment of this previously deducted
item came up in the Fifty-fourth Congress the House refused
to allow the payment of this $39.40 in an appropriation bill,
more for a joke on the Member who did not know how to draw
his pay rather than for any other réason. It was voted out of
the legislative appropriation bill in the subsequent Congress in
a spirit of fun.

Now, let us get at the actnal facts, and I will only detain the
cominiftee for a few minutes to call attention to what the situa-
tion really is, because there are many gentlemen in this House
to-day who were not members of the Fifty-third Congress.
This qaestion has become ancient history. In 1856 the law was
changed increasing the salary of Congressmen to $3,000 a year,
with the provision that they should deduct for each day’s
absence, unless the absence was caused by sickness or sickness
in their families, In 1873 the * salary grab,” so called, was
passed, in which the salary, including back salary, was raised
to $7.500, and this old section of the act of 1856 was incorpo-
rated into the Revised Statutes. In 1866 the law had been
changed, raising the salary from $3,000 to $5,000, without pre-
serving the limitation of the section of the act of 1856 which
provided for the deduction. Consequently, from 1866 to 1893,
Congressmen all drew their full pay without deduction for
absence. This section 40 of the Revised Statutes was repealed
subsequently, and the repealing law provided that the compen-
sation of Members be the same as in existence before the act of
1873. .This repealed the provision as to deduction for absence,
and every Congressman, from 1866 down to 1893, drew his full
pay without deduction for absence, and Mr. Speaker Crigp, in

I yield ten minutes to the gentleman
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order to force Members to attendance at a time when he was
trying to hold a quorum, and in order to evade the necessity
for adopting the Reed rules for counting a quorum, revived the
operation of this old statute. After a long struggle Speaker
Crisp was compelled to bring in a rule adopting the Reed rules,
and sve have been following them ever since, and no attempt
has been made to revive the repealed act of 1856.

I will incorporate into my remarks the acts of 1856 and of
1866, The act of 1866 was revived by the subsequent act of Con-
gress which repealed the $7,500 salary act of 1873. There was
a division of opinion in the Judiciary Committee in the Fifty-
third Congress as to whether or not section 40 of the Revised
Statutes remained in force. Many eminent lawyers held that it
was not, Judge Ray, of New York, afterwards the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee; Mr. Stone, afterwards governor of
Pennsylvania ; Judge Broderick, and Thomas Updegraft, of Iowa,
all gave it as their opinion, in a report to the Ilouse, that that
provision had been repealed. Mr. Reed was of the same opin-
fon. It was a debatable guestion, but Congress has invariably
acted upon the assumption that when the act of 1873, raising
the salary to $7.500, was repealed section 40 went with the re-
peal, and the act of 1866 was revived, and I doubt whether
there is any gentleman on either side of the Chamber who
has deducted a dollar from his salary in the present Congress
or in the last or in any Congress since this flurry that occurred
Jin the Fifty-third Congress. I think it is only just to the
Members of this IHouse, in view of the revival of this question,
that these sections of the statute should go into the record for
the convenience and examination of those who have been com-
menting upon the question. Those sections are as follows:

The act of March 16, 1856 (Stat. L., Vol. 11, p. 48) fixing compensa-
tion for Members of Congress, provides—

“That the compensation of each SBenator, Representative, and Dele-
gate in Congress shall be $6,000 for each Congress, and mileage as now
provided by law, for two sessions only, to be pald in manner %gliow[ng,
to wit: On the first day of each regular session each Senator, Repre-
sentative, and Delegate shall receive his mileage for the first session,
and on the first day of each month thereafter during such session at
the rate of $3,000 per annum during the continuance of such session,
and at the end of such session he shall recelve the residue of his salary
due to him at such time at the rate aforesaid still unpaid; and at the
heginning of the second regular session of the Congress each Senator,
Representative, and Delegate shall receive his mileage for such second
session, and monthly during such session compensation at the rate of
$3,000 per annum, until the 4th of March terminating the Congress,
and on that day each Senator, Representative, and Delegate shall be
entitled to receive the balance of the $6,000 not theretofore pald in the
monthly installments above direeted.”

The sixth section of that act, now known as sectlon 40 of the Revised
Statutes,” provides—

“And be it further enacted, That it shall be the duty of the Sergeant-

at-Arms of the House and Secretary of the Senate, respectively, to de-
duct from the monthly payments of Members, as hersin mvfded for,
the amount of his compensation for each day that such Member shall

be absent from the House or Senate, respectively, unless such Repre-
sentative, Senator, or Delegate shall assign as the reason for such ab-
gence the sickness of himself or of some member of his family.”

A joint resolution was passed by Congress, approved December 23,
1857, which changed the act of 1856 only in regard to the ment of
all compensation which had matured up to the beginning of &ty sesslons
of Ciongress at the beginning of the Congress instead of at the end of the
Bession.

In 1866 Congress ssed an act relati to the col ti
Members ' (see It b vok T4 0 2 ik R e on ot

“That the compensation of each Senator, Representative, and Dele-
gge in Congess shall be $5,000 per annum, to computed from the

t day of the present Congress, and In addition thereto mileage at the
rate of 20 cents per mile, to be estimated by the nearest route usually
traveled in going to and returning from each regular session.™

When the Revised Statute as to $7,500 salary was repealed
the repealing act provided that the law in foree at the time of
the passage of the act, which was incorporated in the Revised
Statutes, and the law in force from 1866 to 1873, made no pro-
vision for deductions on account of absence.

Mr. SMITH of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I yield ten minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR].

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be well
that there should go to the country in this connection a few
words of explanation in regard to this subject which seems to
have been the burden of the speech of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Gaixes]. I have heard a great deal of talk
upon that topic, and about once in a certain length of time, in
a sort of cycle of events, we hear sprung upon the floor of the
House a suggestion in effect the same as that of the gentleman
from Tennessee, and the country is liable to be very greatly
misled about the matter of the absenteeism of the Members of
the House of Ilepresentatives. People are very apt to read in
the papers these fiery and eloquent and well-intended denuncia-
tions. Sometimes I have thought that they were made for

" home consumption exclusively, and were intended for effect
neither upon the House nor yet to affect any conditions outside
of perhaps a few Congressional districts. J

I was a Member of the House of the Fifty-third Congress, and

I had great respect for the Speaker of that House, Mr. Crisp. I
think there is no Member here who served in that House who
would go back to the system that was attempted to be enforced
there. I do not say there was no such c¢eccasion, but I have no
recollection that any Member asked for a leave of absence and
did not get it without a word of hesitation on the part of the
House. And when that condition exists in a House of Repre-
sentatives, the question of deducting pay of the Members does
not have the slightest effect upon the presence of the body of
the membership. All a Member has to do is to file with the
Speaker a request for leave of absence indefinitely on account
of important business, and that is the end of it.

Mr. PAYNE. Did not the law formerly in force provide that
no Member should be absent except from sickness—that is, if
he was absent except from sickness his pay should be forfeited?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes; that is very true.

Mr. PAYNE. I think that was the law. If any gentlemen
were absent and were not excused, they were forced under
this certificate to lose part of their pay.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes; and I will tell you how that was
done. It was one of the most simple propositions ever known
to ingenious Congressmen. A Congressman then put his con-
struction upon the law, and he put the word *legally” just
before the word * deducted,” and that was all there was of it
There never was one of those certificates that failed to be hon-
ored in the Speaker’s reom and in the office of the Sergeant-at-
Arms. Is it a very great misfortune to the country that Mem-
bers of Congress do not stay always in the House of Representa-
tives? I have seldom known any harm to come from it. Some
of the wisest legislation we have had has been largely pre-
pared in the committee room and brought in here, and, in a
very large part, the work of Congress is,done in the rooms of
the committees, So that little good comes from forcing an
attendance. And the attendance under the rules of the Fifty-
third Congress did not average a satisfactory answer.

Then there is another thing. I am going out of Congress, and
it doesn’'t make a particle of difference to me. I expect to be
present every day until the end of this session, but I shall have
to be a little better physieally than I am now if I stay very
closely., Does it sound well—and I appeal to my friend from
Tennessee [Mr. GAiNeEs]—is it a nice thing for a body of gentle-
men, elected throughout the United States and answerable to
their constituents at home, men charged with the duty of legis-
lating for the greatest country in the world, that they should
be mustered, that there should be reveille in the morning and
tattoo at night and *taps™ finally when we go to bed, and
have an orderly sergeant to report our presence or absence?
For when the American Congress reaches that point, so that
the constituency ean not trust the Members of Congress to do
their duty without interference of this sort of a provision, it will
be time to consider some other sort of a House than the present
one. The Members of this HHouse are men of honor and do not
need this system of espionage and censure.

1 say it did not do any good, and if any man will take the
proceedings of the Fifty-third Congress and read them carefully
he will find there has been no Congress from that date that
did more harm and less good than that one. The people got a
chance at that Congress, and in the Fifty-fourth Congress the
majority was changed into a very insignificant minority, and
the business of the Fifty-fourth Congress rose up and blessed
the country. I shall have something to say about that at a
later date. .

So I deem it absurd. The law has been ignored by common
consent ; it has been condemned by the common judgment of the
House of Representatives. It has been ignored by the press
and the country, and for the simple reason that there are plenty
of Congressmen here to-day to do the work of Congress. We
never have any serious difficulty in bringing together substan-
tially the whole force of the House of Representatives when it
is necessary. I think there is no body of men in the world that
answers more promptly to the suggestion of the necessity for
their presence on special occasions than do the Members of the
House of Representatives. A circular from the whip on the
Republican side, a circular from the Democratic whip on the
other side, brings into this House at the specified time practi-
cally all the Members of the House who are in the ecity; and
then the pairs that we have equalize the business, and there is
little or no trouble. So I think that the provision suggested by
ihe gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gaines], made, as it un-
doubtedly has been, in perfect good faith, and made under the
distinet belief by him that he is doing a patriotic duty, in my
humble jndgment, Mr. Chairman, has nothing in it worthy
of the consideration of the House of Representatives. [Loud
applause.]
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_Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DeE ArMOND].

Mr. DE ARMOND. Myr. Chairman, I rise simply to ask per-
mission to have printed in the Recorp views of the minority of
the Judiciary Committee of the Fifty-third Congress upon the
proposal to repeal section 40 that we have talked about this
afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN.
to print in the Recorp the minority views indicated.
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

The following is the matter referred to:

[House Report 1218, Part 2, Fifty-third Congress, second session.]

SECTION 40, REVISED STATUTES.

July 13, 1894.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed. Mr. DE ArMoxp, from the Committee on the Judiciary, sub-
!{n"l_f_ae]d the following views of the minority [to accompany H. R

The gentleman from Missouri asks leave
Is there

A majority of a quorum of the Committee on the Judiciar{ have re-
orted to the Flouse with a favorable recommendation the bill (H. R.

7274) to repeal section 40 of the Revised Statutes of the United States,

and the undersigned, members of the committee, being unable to con-

cur in the conclusion of those who favor the repeal of sald section,

;Try respectfully submit someé of the views upon which they rest their
ssent.

Sectlon 40 of the Revised Statutes is as follows:

“8pc. 40. The Secretary of the Senate and SEI‘%ennt-ﬂt-Al‘lﬂs of the
House, respectively, shall deduct from the monthly payments of each
Member or Delegate the amount of his salary for each day that he
has been absent from the Senate or House, respectively, unless such
Member or Delegate assigns as the reason for such absence the sick-
ness of himself or of some member of his family.”

The purpose of this provision of the law is so clearly apparent from
a reading of the section itself that nothing is left for explanation or
interpretation. BSection 40 rests upon the Empositlon that Members of
Congress are paid for aftendance npon the sessions of the body to
which they respectively belong, and for a discharge of their representa-
tive duties. Whenever, on account of sickness of himself or of a mem-
ber of his family, a Congressman is absent from his post of duty in the
House of which he is a Member, the law, as a matter of grace rather
than of rltght. permits him to draw his salary, without diminution on
acconnt of his absence. But when absent otherwise than on account
of sickness of himself or of some member of his family, the law re-
quires a surrender of the compensation to which the Congressman
would be entitled if present, discharging his public duties as a Senator
or Member of the House. We do not see how this provision of the
law can be challenged as lacking in justice or lpmpriety. If a Member
of Congress chooses to neglect his public duties to attend to private
business or for personal recreation and enjoyment, there does not seem
to be any injustice in requiring him to forfeit the salary which he
miﬁht earn and might be entitled to, but which he prefers not to earn,
and to which he certainly is not entitled.

It is known to all the Members of the House, as well as to the gen-
eral reading puhlir.-, that it was deemed necessary some months since to

uire the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House to enforce the law as con-
tained in section 40, in order to insure the attendance of a guorum
of the Members of the House, and thus prevent unreasonable and in-
excusable delay in the transaction of the public business. Hardly had
the enforcement of the law fairly begun until certain Members made
the valuable discovery, as they thought, that this section had been re-

ealed by implication, and that, therefore, no law exists for withhold-
ng from absent Members a part of the salary, to the whole of which
those present and discharging legislative dutles are entitled. When
the bill providing for the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses
of the Government was under consideration In the House, an amend-
ment was adopted in the Committee of the Whole (where there is no

roll eall, and where Members can vote as they please without making
fﬂ reco upon which responsibility for thelr votes can be fixed), as
ollows

“And it is hereby declared that section 6 of the act approved Au-
gust 16, 18510, a'nd section 40 of the Revised Statutes, have been here-
tofore re| o :

But when the yea-and-nay voie was taken upon this amendment in
the House, on the 24th of last May, the amendment was rejected by a
vote of 104 yeas to 128 nays. The record of this vote is found on
page 6230 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, of date May 25, 1894. Ref-
erence to it will satisfy anyone that the vote was practically a party
vote. All the Hepublicans who voted upon the proposition voted in
the afirmative to sustain the declaration that section 40 had been
theretofore repealed, and nearly all the Democrats voting voted in the
negative, thereby declarini, as the Committee on the Judiciary had
reported, that the section had not been repealed, but remains in force.
‘The correciness of the decision of the House, recorded on page 6230
of the Recorp, is fully and formally recognized in this bill now under
consideration to repeal section 40, reported by the approving votes of
those members of the Judiclary Committee who heretofore solemnly
aru:l1 n‘t length advised the House that sectlon 40 had already been re-
pealed.

As before stated, the majority ?arty in the House determined to
insist upon the enforcement of the law as found in section 40, and as
the result of that determination the law has been enforced for some
time. The good results flowing from its enforcement are found, in
part, in the larger average attendance of the Members upon the ses-
sions of the House and in the more rapid consideration and dispatch
of business in the House. It is belleved by the undersigned that the
reason and occasion for the observance and enforcement of the law is
quite as great now as when this famous section was brought from the
realm of disregarded laws, to which, possibly, the interest of Members
of Congress and the complacency of officials of their creation had con-
signed it for the benefit of Congressmen and to the injury of their
constituents. The present session, it Is hoped, is nearing its end, and
it seems to us that it would be folly in the majority—to employ no
harsher or more expressive term—to deprive the House of this valna-
ble and legitimate agency for maintaining a quorum. We believe that
if this section be repealed, so that Members who choose to do so may
absent themselves at will without forfeiting any portion of their
salary on account of such absence, the House will often be without a
auorum and therefore powerless to do business when there ls the great-
est occasion for dispatching business promptly. It is not to be won-

dered that the Republican minority are ready and eager to repeal a
law which they so long disregarded, for they are not responsible at
this time for the transaction in the House of the public business,
That responsibillty rests upon the Democratic party, having a ma-
jority of the Members of the House. This section ean not be repealed,
or its efficiency destroyed by amendment in the interest of absentee
Members of Congress, unless a considerable number of Democrats join
with the compact body of HRepublicans in Congress to repeal it or
render it worthless. -

In the report which recommends the repeal of this section 40, it is
suggested that many Members evade the law by falsely assigning sick-
ness as the cause for absence from the House. Without pausing to
speculate upon this suggestion, and without knowing whether there are
or are not sufficient facts to warrant it, we content ourselves with the
observation that if Members are taking unearned money from the Treas-
ury by a sacrifice of veracity and a violation of law, the cure for so
gross an evil should be found in a more rigid enforcement of the law
rather than in its repeal. And we are constrained to remark that if
such disregard of truthfulness and violation of law may justly be
imputed to any considerable number of Members of the House, it Is
much to be regretted that the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House and other
custodians of the certificates of the several Members, upon which their
salaries are drawn monthly, have seen fi{ to regard such statements as
confidential, and have thus far failed to communicate them to the
House and denied them to thie public. A Member's statement, upon
which his monthly allowance of salaz&y is certified and paid, is in no
sense a privileged communication or document, and in justice to him,
if his statement is an honest one, and in justice to all the people of the
United States, if it is dlshonest, the statement should be made public.
We believe that in this unauthorized and indefensible secrecy is found
the basis for suggestions, whether true or false, that Members are draw-
ing salaries to which they are not entitled. upon statements of which
they should and, perhaps, would be ashamed. Whatever the facts ma
be, those facts ought to be made public, for the protection and justifi-
cation of the innocent, as well as for the detection and condemnation
of the guilty, if any.

We suppose no one will pretend that there is anywhere in the coun-
try, among any class of the people represented upon the floor of the
House, a sentiment in favor of the repeal, or practical nullification by
amendment, of this section 40. The legislation proposed in this repeal
bill, as well as other legislation suggested to indirectly destroy this
section, is in the interest of Congressmen, and in the interest of mo
other persons whatsoever. It seems a little strange, and is a symptom
of which the people, we believe, will take note, that when employment
is not easily secured by those willing to work, and when wages, in
many instances, are insufficlent, some Members of Congress will interest
themselves to a greater extent in endeavors to obtain for themselves
salaries which they have not earned but have voluntarily refrained from
earning, than In efforts, by speedy, practical legislation, to lighten the
burdens and better the conditlon of the masses of their constituents.
Thus far the Democratic party has not lent itself, in committee or in
the House, to efforts to enable Congressmen or others to filch from the
Treasury money of their constituents to which they have neither moral
nor legal right. It is hoped that the House, in passing upon the bill to
repeal section 40, will mgnrd the good of the public rather than the
private, selfish interests of Senators and Represeniatives in Congress,

Too many Members are away re(i;ularly and generall{. though they
visit the House occasionally. We do not believe they should have the
same pay as other Members who lay aside private business, and deny
themselves the attractions of the seashore and of mountain resorts, in
order that they may be in the House, as a proper discharge®of their
duties require. Nor do we believe the present or other session should
be prolonged at the expense of the g)uh ie, to the inconvenience of the
faithful, and for the bLenefit of delinquent Members. So long as the
philosophy that * the laborer is worthy of his hire” holds good, section
40, or something practically equivalent to it, may well have a place in
the law and be enforced, without apology or concealment.

Davip A. DE ARMOND,
JosepH W. BAILEY.
EpwaARD LANE.

F. €. LAYTON.

W. L. TERRY.

I join in the foregoing as far ag to say that section 40 ought not to
be repealed.

T. R. STOCKDALE.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied that the
consideration of the Army bill and the deficiency bill imme-
diately following it has resulted in arousing a great deal of the
combative character of Members, and in this moment of peace
I would not ask the House to return to the consideration of
this to-day, and therefore I move that the committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
gumed the chair, Mr. Maxy, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 23821, the
fortifications appropriation bill, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

REVISION OF LAWS.

Mr. SMYSER. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of Mr. Moon of Penn-
sylvania, from the Joint Committee on Revision of the Laws, I
submit the following bill and report. s

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio, from the Joint
Committee on Revision of the Laws, submitted a bill the title
of which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 23046) to revise, codify, and amend the penal laws of
the United States. 2

The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar.,
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the IHouse
do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and
27 minutes) the House adjourned until to-morrow at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred
as follows:

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting a copy of a letter from the Surgeon-General of the
Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for guarantine station at Pensacola,
Fla.—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be
- printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Navy sub-
mitting an estimate of appropriation for payment of a judgment
in favor of Francisco R. Cruz—to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, with a copy of a letter from the Attorney-General, a
list of judgments rendered against the United States in circuit
and distriet courts of the United States—to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
miting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior sub-
mitting an amended estimate of appropriation for maintenance
of Howard University—to the Committee on Appropriations,
and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting a copy of a letter from the President of the Spanish
Treaty Claims Commission submitting an estimate of appro-
priation for award in favor of Peter Duarte—to the Committee
on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. i

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting a copy of a letter from the Surgeon-General of the
Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for completion of publiec buildings at
quarantine station, Portland, Me.—to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, snbmitting a report of
the amount and postage rates on mail matter sent out from the
War Department under the penalty provisions from July 1 to
December 31, 1906—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the secretary and treasurer of Howard Univer-
sity, submitting a statement of the amount and rates of postage
of mail matter sent out by the institution under the penalty pro-
yisions from July 1 to December 31, 1906—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit-
ting a copy of a letter from the Postmaster-General submitting
recommendation for legislation relative to the bequest of Dr.
Charles F. Macdonald—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Margaret A. Proctor, administratrix of estate of Samuel K.
Proctor, against The United States—to the Committee on War
Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, submitting report
of the weight and postage rate of mail matter entered at the
Washington city post-office from his Department under the pen-
alty provision from July 1 to December 31, 1906—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, and ordered to be
printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Mary E. Martin, widow (remarried) of Samson M. Archer, de-
ceased, against The United States—to the Commitiee on War
Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant elerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
William A. Attersall against The United States—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Martha A. Mullery, widow of James W. Mullery, against The
United States—to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to
be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Benjamin R. Waller against The United States—to the Commit-
tee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Benjamin F. Lutman against The United States—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Lucius E. Gould, Abby E. Allison, and Mary I. Todd, children
of Ebenezer Gould, deceased, against The United States—to the
Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
George W. Northup against The United States—to the Commit-
tee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
John W. Robbins against The United States—to the Committee
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Charles H. Simmons against The United States—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Mary Speak, widow of Jesse C. Speak, against The United
States—to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to be
printed. .

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
William Ashworth and Adam I. Ashworth, heirs of estate of
James Ashworth, against The United States—to the Committee
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Hiram F. Lyke against The United States—to the Committee
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
John F. Wells against The United States—to the Committee on
War Claimsg, and ordered to be printed.

‘A letter from the assistant ¢lerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Abram Treadwell against The United States—to the Committee
on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
William J. Worthington against The United States—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF.COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
- RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bill of the following title was
reported from Committee, delivered to the Clerk, and referred
to the Calendar therein named, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of California, from the Committee on the Public
Lands, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
21567) extending time for making final proof in desert-land
entries, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 6202) ; which said bill and report were referred
to the House Calendar. .

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS  AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were severally reported from committees,
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the
Whole House, as follows:

Mr. SAMUEIL, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2204) granting a pen-
sion to John J. Berger, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6122) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9673) granting
a pension to Oliver H. Griffin, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6123) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
14046) granting a pension to Jimison F. Skeens, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. G124);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Ie also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (II. R. 14983) granting an increase of pension
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to R. T. D. Zimmerman, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 6125) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pen-
-gions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15860)
granting an increase of pension to Sarah C. Morris, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6126) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SAMUEL, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17484) granting an in-
crease of pension to John E. Gillispie, alias John G. Elliott, re-
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 6127) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calendar.

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17988) granting a pen-
sion to Edward G. Hausen, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 6128) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 19263) granting an increase of pension
to John Ingram, reported the same with amendnient, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 6129) ; which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the Private Calendar.

My. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 19271) granting an in-
crease of pension o Joseph J. Branyan, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6130) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 19384) granting an increase of pension
to Susan E. Hernandez, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6131) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 19385) granting an increase of pension
to Agnes E. Calvert, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6132) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 19628) granting an increase of pension
to Elizabeth Mooney, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6133) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
slons, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
19869) granting an increase of pension to John 1. Bowles, re-
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
6134) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 19994) grant-
ing a pension to Kitty M. Lane, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6135) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
reférred the bill of the House (H. R. 20079) granting an in-
crease of pension to Richard F. Barret, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6136) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 20291) granting an in-
crease of pension to Emma F. Buchanan, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6137); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 20356) granting an increase of pension
to Mary T. Mathis, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6138) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 20581) granting an inerease
of pension to Nettie G. Kruger, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6139) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
20605) granting a pension to Mary E. P. Barr, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6140) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21033) granting an increase
of pension to William P. Huff, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6141) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21043) granting a pension-
to Robert J. Dewey, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6142) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21046)
granting a pension to Jesse Harral, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6143) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21047) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jesse J. Melton, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6144) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21274)
granting an increase of pension to Jeremiah Buffington, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6145) ;
which =said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21279) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martin Heiler, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6146) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21322) granting an in-
crease of pension to Elizabeth Wilson, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6147) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21432) granting
an increase of pension to Benjamin Bragg, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. (148);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal-
endar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21470) granting an increase of pension
to Mary R. Carroll, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6149) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21471) granting an increase of pension
to Adaline H. Malone, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6150) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same commitiee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21472) granting an increase of pension
to Wiley H. Jackson, reported. the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6151); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
21481) granting an increase of pension to Lucy Cole, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6152) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private CaI-
endar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21496) granting an in-
crease of pension to Samuel B. Davis, reporfed the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6153) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21497) granting an increase of pen-
sion to Mary E. Hobbs, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6154) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21529) granting a pension to Charlotte
Game, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 6155) ; which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. SAMUEL, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21579) granting a pension
to Sarah R. Harrington, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6156) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICKSON of Illinoig, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21598) granting
a pension to Roy L. Jones, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 6157) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21606) grant-
ing an inerease of pension to Felix G. Morrison, reported the
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same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 61538) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21612) granting an in-
crease of pension to James 8. Hart, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6159) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21761) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Tims, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6160) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Hounse (IH. R. 21882) granting an increase of pension
to Frank Breazeale, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6161) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21883) granting an increase of pension
fo George W. Saunders, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6162) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 21886) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Bryant, reported the same with
‘amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6163) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (I1. R. 21887) granting an increase of pension
to James H. Hayman, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6164) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 21888) granting an increase of pension
to Andrew Canova, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6165) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar. :

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22024) granting an in-
crease of pension to Eldrige Underwood, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6166) ; which
gaid bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr., CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22073) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Eliza M. Scott, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6167) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of ‘the House (H. R. 22241) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Stephen Robinson, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6168) :
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.
- He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 22243) granting an increase of pension
to James W: Campbell, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6169) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22264) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sibby Barnhill, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6170) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Ie also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 22265) granting an increase of pension
to Elizabeth Jane Hencher, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 6171) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
‘bill of the House (H. R. 22266) granting an increase of pension
to Delphie Thorne, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6172); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr:. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22306) granting an increase
of pension to Louisa Dunecan, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6173) ; which =said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (II. R. 22310) granting an increase of pension
to Mary A. Kerr, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6174) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar. :

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
22409) granting an increase of pension to Margaret A. MecAdoo,

reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 6175) ; which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22420) - granting an in-
crease of pension to Edward. Wesley Ward, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6176) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Ilouse (H. R.
22422) granting an increase of pension to William J. Johnson,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 6177) ; which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 22444) granting an increase of pension
to W. O. Anderson, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6178) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar, §

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (I. R. 22827) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary Kirk, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 6179) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar. -

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 22829) granting an increase of pension
to George Spalding, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6180) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22881)
granting an increase of pension to Thomas L. Willinms, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6181) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICKSONX of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22041) granting
an increase of pension to Lucinda Davidson, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. G182); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 22993) granting an increase
of pension to Emily Hebernia Trabue, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6183) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 23307)
granting an increase of pension to Andrew Casey, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 6184);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 5138) granting a
pension to Jane Metts, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 6185) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, fo which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 6001) granting an increase of pension to
Emily Killian, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6186) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 6230) granting an increase of pension 1o
Nellie Paxton, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6187) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Benate (8. 6266) granting an increase of pension to
Paul Baker, reported the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 6188) ; which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 6368) granting an increase of pension to
Sherrod Hamilton, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6189) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 6538) granting an increase of pension to
Betsey A. Hodges, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6190) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 6833) granting an increase of pension to
Bettie May Vose, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6191) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
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bill of the Senate (8. 6978) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Jackson, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (Ne. 6192) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 822) granting a pension to Michael V.
Hernessy, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 6194) ; which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 4510) granting an increase of pension to
Rufus C. Allen, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6195) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill of the Senate (8. 4542) granting an inecrease of pension
to Aaron Daniels, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6196) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 4908) granting an inerease of pension ito
Williamn H. Kimball, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6197) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar. -

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred th
bill of the Senate (8. 5001) granting an increase of pension to
Louis A. Baird, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 6198) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill of the Senate (8. 5041) granting an increase of pension
to George A. Tucker, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6199) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 5084) granting a pension to Johm W.
Connell, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 6200) ; which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar. ;

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill of the Senate (8. 6367) granting an increase of pension
to Joseph Johnston, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 6201) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials

gtl}he following titles were introduced and severally referred as
‘ollows :

By Mr. PUJO: A bill (H. R. 23026) authorizing a survey of
Plaquemine Brule Bayou, in Acadia Parish, La.—to the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 23927) excepting certain
lands in Pennington County, 8. Dak., from the operation of the
provisione of section 4 of an act approved June 11, 1906, entitled
“An act to provide for the entry of agrieultural lands within
forest reserves "—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 23928) to incorporate the Hun-
garian Reformed Federation of America—to the Committee on
.the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEDE: A bill (H. R. 23929) for the establishment of
a light-house on Knife Island, north shore of Lake Superior—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STANLEY : A bill (H. R. 23930) authorizing a sur-
vey of Pond River, Kentucky, and for other purposes—to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23931) authorizing a survey of Trade-
water River, and for other purposes—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 23932) to provide for
the marking of rates of tariff duty upon manufactured ar-
ticles and to fix the punishment for the violation of the pro-
visions thereof—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama (by request): A bill (H. R.
23933) to authorize the Mobile Railway and Dock Company to

~ dredge a channel from the 30-foof curve en the west side of the
deep water in Mobile Bay into Dauphin Island Bay, through
Pass Drury—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. GREGG : A bill (H. R. 230934) making an appropria-
tion for construetion of sea walls and embankments for the
protection of the sites of fortification works for the defense of
Galveston, Tex.—to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. LEE: A bill (H. R. 23935) to provide for a public
building in the city of Cedartown, Ga.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 28936) to provide for the erection of a pub-
lic building in the eity of Cartersville, Ga.—to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds. -

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 23937) to pro-
vide for the establishment of an agricultural bank in the Philip-
pine Islands—to the Committee on Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MOORE of Texas: A bill (H. R. 23938) to establish
a subtreasury at Houston, Tex.—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: A bill (H. R. 23939) to authorize
the board of commissioners of Lake County, Ind., to construct
a bridge across the Calumet River in the State of Indiana—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: A bill (H. R. 23940) for the ex-
tension of Albemarle street, NW., District of Columbia—to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. BABCOCK : A bill (H. R, 23941) to amend section 14
of the act approved July 29, 1892, entitled “An act for the pres-
ervation of the public peace and the protection of property
within the Distriet of Columbia "—to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 23942) for the erection of a
publie building at Rockville, Md.—to the Committee on Publie
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. OVERSTREET of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 23943) to
provide for the purchase of additional ground at Savannah,
Ga.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. GREGG : A bill (H. R. 23944) to establish a subireas-
ury at Galveston, Tex.—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. AIKEN: A bill (H. R. 23945) to abolish the Spanish
Treaty Claims Commission and transfer its jurisdiction to the
Court of Claims—to the Committee on the Judiciary.
© By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania, from the Joint Committee on
Revision of the Laws: A bill (H. R. 23946) to revise, codify,
and amend the penal laws of the United States—to the House
Calendar.

By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 23947) to provide for the
flagging of the sidewalk in front of the navy-yard at Brooklyn,
N. Y.—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MADDEN: A resolution (H. Res. 739) requesting
certain information from the Postmaster-General—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. MURPHY : A resolution (H. Res. 741) providing for
an investigation as to discrimination and arrests of officials
and employees of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company
in eonnection with the Terra Cotta disaster—to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: A resolution (H. Res. 742)
requesting certain information from the President of the United
States concerning a letter addressed to Thomas . Drake, su-
perintendent of insurance for the District of Columbia—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 23948) granting an in-
crease of pension to Edward N. Havens—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23949) granting leave to the executors or
administrators of the estate of Isadore Termini, deceased, to
commence an action against the United States of America for
the alleged wrongful act in causing his death—to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDRUS: A bill (H. R. 23950) granting a pension
to Mary Elizabeth McCann—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. BANNON: A bill' (H. R. 23951) granting an increase
of pension to Hiram Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23952) granting an increase of pension to
Hiram N. Wallace—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 23953) granting a
pension to William J. Shedd—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23954) granting a pension to Sarah Iz
Bowen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 23955) grani-
ing an increase of pension to Faris McFarland—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 23956) granting an increase of pension to
William Applegate—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23957) granting an increase of pension to
John Heinricks—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23958) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas W. Parsons—to the Cemmittee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23059) granting an increase of pension to
Henry R. Snapp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IT. R. 23960) granting an increase of pension to
Delmore Daulton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRANTLEY: A bill (H. R. 23961) granting an in-
crease of pension to Oscar N. Cowell—fo the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (II. R. 23962) granting an increase of
pension to Peter Selner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
~ Also, a bill (H. R. 23063) granting an increase of pension to
Jesse Dell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRUMM: A bill (H. R. 23964) granting an increase
of pension to James D. Bartholomew—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23965) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Fisher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23966) granting an increase of pension to
Hugh Stevenson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23967) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 23968) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Alexander MecWhorter—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 23969)
granting an increase of pension to William Morson—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. CALDER : A bill (. R. 23970) granting a pension to
James Megher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 23971) granting an increase of pension to
Mary E. C. Butler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 23972) grant-
ing a pension to Keziah C. Woods—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 23973)
granting an increase of pension to Henry L. Reger—to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 23974) granting an in-
crease of pension to John P. Bennett—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 23975) granting an in-
crease of pension to William H. Watson—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DICKSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 23976) granting
an inerease of pension to Henry J. Remington—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23977) granting an increase of pension to
James Murphy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 23978) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Herrin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 23979) granting an increase of pension to
William Powers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 23980) granting an increase of pension to
Russell B. Hollingsworth—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23981) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah Elizabeth Fuller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23982) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas A. Seed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23983) granting an increase of pension to
Elisha R. Willlams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23984) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EDWARDS : A bill (H. R. 23985) granting an increase
of pension to Jeremiah McIntosh—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 23986) granting an increase
of pension to Henry Perry—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. FLOOD: A bill (H. R. 23987) granting an increase of
pension to Lucy Scott West—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FLOYD: A bill (H. R. 23988) to authorize a patent to
be issued to Martha Sanders, widow of Levi B. Sanders, for cer-
tain lands therein described—to the Committee on the Publie

nds.

LaBy Mr. GOULDEN: A bill (H. R. 23989) for the relief of
Harvey B. Denison—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GRANGER: A bill (H. R. 23990) granting an in-
crease of pension to Thomas Rice—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 23991) granting an In-
crease of pensiomr to Nathaniel T. Carrington—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R. 23992) for the relief of the
%sltqte of William R. Poole, deceased—to the Committee on War

aims.

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 23093) for the relief
of Harry A. Young—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (II. R. 23994) granting an increase of pension to
William Q. Anderson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KELIHER: A bill (H. R. 23995) granting a pension
to Timothy B. Sprague—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23996) granting a pension to Stella
Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. h

Also, a bill (H. R. 23997) granting an increase of pension to
Michael M. Field—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23998) granting an increase of pension to
John J. Shea—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23999) granting an increase of pension to
John F. Gough—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24000) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Holle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24001) granting an increase of pension to
Isabella A. Bowdlear—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24002) granting an increase of pension to
Michael F. Gilrain—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24003) granting an increase of pension to
Nora Burke—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24004) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret Drum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24005) granting an increase of pension to
James IFarus—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 24006) granting an increase of
pension to Augustus Shiery—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, ;

Also, a bill (H. RR. 24007) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Deiner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24008) granting an increase of pension to
Augustus Ritter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KNAPP: A bill (H. R. 24009) granting an increase
of pension to Calvin J. Ripley—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LAW: A bill (H. R. 24010) granting a pension to
Charles F. Pereira—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LEE: A bill (H. R. 24011) for the relief of the estate
of Aleck Baswell, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24012) for the relief of the estate of
Gunther Peters—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24013) for the relief of the estate of Nancy
Cates, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24014) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam B. Quinn, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 24015) grant-
ing a pension to Aaron C. Sanford—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24016) granting a pension to Joanna Glos-
ter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKINLAY of California: A bill (H. R. 24017) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Timothy Hanlon—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24018) granting an increase of pension to
John Adams Miller—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24019) granting an increase of pension to
John Brown—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H, R. 24020) to carry out the find-
ings of the Court of Claims in the case of Richard D. Lamb for
himself and, as administrator of Ira M. Lamb, heirs of Ira M.
Lamb and Caroline, his wife—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 24021) granting an increase
of pension to John Ampey—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 24022) to correct the military record of
Morris H. Walker—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 24023) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph N. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. Y

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 24024) for the
relief of the estates of W. M. Purcell and Martha Purcell, de-
ceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 24025)
granting an increase of pension to Nehemiah Tindall—to the
Committee on Pensions. \

Also, a bill (H. R. 24026) for the relief of the heirs of Dr.

John W. Kirk, deceased—to the Committee.on War Claims.
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By Mr. REYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 24027) granting a pension
to Jonathan Derno—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24028) granting a pension to George H.
Boney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24029) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob A. Glass—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24030) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew J. Foor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 24031) granting an increase of pension to
John Downey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 24032) for the relief of H.
Scott Arrington—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SHARTEL: A bill (H. R. 24033) fo carry out the
findings of the Court of Claims in the case of Abram Jones—to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 24034) granting an in-
crease of pension fo Mary I. Banta—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. SMALL: A bill (IH. IRR. 24035) granting a pension to
Mary A. Whitcomb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 24036) granting
an increase of pension to James B. Lyon—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SMYSER: A bill (H. R. 240387) granting an increase
of pension to Theodore Teeple—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 24038) granting an in-
crease of pension to Julia Bourdon—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 24039) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Bogart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TALBOTT: A bill (H. R. 24040) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph A. Harkins—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. TRIMBLE: A bill (H. R. 24041) granting an increase
of pension to 8. F. South—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WATSON: A bill (H. R. 24042) relating to a plaster
model of an equestrian statue of Gen. John A. Rawlins—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committee was discharged
from the consideration of bill of the following title; which was
thereupon referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 8912) granting a pension to Anson Greenwood—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa-
pers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows :

By Mr. BANNON : Petitions of Gallia Council, No. 114, Daugh-
ters of America, and Kyzer Council, No. 154, Junior Order
United American Mechanics, for restriction of immigration—to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. BARCHFELD : Petitions of citizens of Alvarado, Tex.;
‘Adams County, Ohio; Lebanon, Mo., and Allegheny, Pa., against
bill 8. 5221, relative to practice of osteopathy in the District of
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. BARTHOLDT : Petition of New Immigrants’ Protec-
tive League, against the Lodge-Gardner bill—to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: Paper to accompany bill for relief
of Cynthia M. Bryon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Levinfield Stanley—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Paper to accompany bill for
relief of John Heinricks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Big Sandy News, Louisa, Ky., against tariff
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Delmore Daulton—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of W. P. Adkins—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Henry R. Snapp,
Carl F. Reickert, and Faris McFarlane—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George Ingram—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BIRDSALL: Petition of citizens of Hampton and
Waverly, Iowa, against religious legislation in the District of
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. BROOKS of Colorado: Petitions of the Herald Print-
ing Company, the Vietor Daily Record, and the Daily Oklaho-
man, against tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Colorado Springs, Colo., for free-
art legislation in accordance with bill H. R. 15268—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petitions of General Put-
nam Council, No. 61, Daughters of Liberty; Saratoga Council,
No. 262; Bainbridge Council, No. 128, and Aleguippa Council,
No. 567, Junior Order United American Mechanics; Golden
Rule Council, No. 32, and Lucy Webb Hayes Council, No. 35,
Daughters of Liberty; and General Putnam Council, No. 125,
and Sherwood Council, No. 160, Junior Order United American
Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration (8. 4403)—to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the New York State Pharmaceutical Asso-
ciation, for increased efficiency of the Medical Department of
the United States Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George W. Stormer—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Laughlin Lodge, No. 633, Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen, of Pittsburg, Pa., indorsing the Merchant
Marine Commission’s shipping bill—to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, peiition of the Colloynium Club, of Pittsburg, Pa., for
repeal of the duty on works of art—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of the New Era Club of Western Pennsylvania,
of Pittsburg, for repeal of the duty on art works—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. :

By Mr. BURLEIGH : Papers to accompany bills for relief of
Michael Andrews, jr., Hollis M. Payson, and Ripley C. Whit-
comb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURTON of Ohio: Petition of the Hiawathas, of
Cleveland, Ohio, for the enactment of bill H. R. 17949, for
maintenance of the Betsy Ross House, Philadelphia—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James J. Erwin—
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens of
Haverford, Pa., for investigation of affairs in the Kongo Free
State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: Paper to accompany bill for
relief of Keziah C. Wood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the Seamen’s Union of Amer-
ica, against the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of American artists, for free art and against
duty on art works—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLOYD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Gra-
ham Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of J. W. Richardson & Son, for
an amendment to the interstate-commerce law permitting con-
tracts to exchange advertising for transportation—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Cincinnati ex-prisoners of war, for the Dal-
zell bill to pension Union ex-prisoners of war—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of the Mission Promotion Association of San
Francisco, for removal of the duty on building material for re-
building of said city—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HARDWICK : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Charles Blaeker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of officers of the
Navy in the civil war and the Spanish war, for restoration of
the Army canteen—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: Petition of the Evening Senti-
nel, of South Norwalk, and Eaton & Mains, of New York City,
against tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOUSTON : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Wil-
liam Truett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of residents of
Hamilton, N. J., for the MeCumber-Sperry-Tirrell bill—to the
Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary H. Patter-
son—+to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KAHN : Petition of the Spanish War Veterans of San
Francisco, Cal., for repeal of the anticanteen law—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of governors of New England
States and prominent business houses, for establishment of east-
ern forest reservation—to the Committee on Agriculture.
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Also, petition of the State board of agriculture of Massachu-
setts, for a more liberal appropriation for the suppression of the
gipsy and brown-tail moths—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of the State Camp of New Mexico, Patriotic
Order Sons of America, favoring restriction of immigration (8.
4403)—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Boston Marine Society, for bill 8. 528
(the subsidy shipping bill)—to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. KLINE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Au-
gustus Shiery—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petitions of the Reading (Ph.) Telegram and the Welt
Bote and Frieden's Bote, of Allentown, Pa., against tariff on
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Benton
Freeman—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. LILLEY : Papers to accompany bills for relief of
Aaron C. Sanford and Joanna Gloster—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. McCARTHY : Petitions of the Omaha C-Ommercls]
Club and the Omaha Grain Exchange, for an appropriation for
improvement of Missouri River near Omaha—to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. McKINLAY of California: Petition of Veterans of
the Civil and Spanish Wars, for restoration of the Army can-
teen—to the Commiitee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McKINNEY: Paper to accompany bl]l for relief of
Clarence A. McIntosh—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MARTIN : Petition of citizens of Deadwood, 8. Dak.,
for restoration of the Army canteen—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

Also, petition of citizens of Casecade Springs, 8. Dak., against
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MOORE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Jacob
B. Haslam—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of the Daily Register, Sandusky,
Ohio, against tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of R. J. Kistner Council, No. 3, of Fostoria,
Ohio ; Bucyrus Council, No. 184 ; Seneca Council, No. 58; Wyan-
dot Council, No. 95, and Sycamore Council, No. 333, Junior
Order United American Mechanies, for restriction of immigra-
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. NORRIS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Ben-
jamin J. McConnell—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina : Paper to accompany
bill for relief of heirs of Dr. John W. Kirk—to the Committee
on War Claims.

Also, paper to aecompany bill for relief of Nehemiah Tin-
dall—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. PEARRE: Petition of the Brotherhood of St. Paul of
the First Methodist Episcopal Church of Baltimore, Md., for
investigation of affairs in the Kongo Free State—to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RAINEY : Petition of citizens of Arenzville, IlL, for
an appropriation for deepening the channels of the Illinois and
Mississippi rivers—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of citizens of Calhoun County, Ill., for a deep
waterway from the Lakes to the Gulf—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. REYNOLDS : Papers to accompany bills for relief of
the widow of Joseph 8. Bussard, Daniel Lamberton, Jacob
Glass, Jonathan Derno, Capt. John Downey, George H. Boney,
and Andrew J. Foor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: Petition of R. W. Dun-
way et al., for an appropriation of $50,000,000 for improvement
of waterways—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of 8. A. Miller et al. and citizens of Arkansas,
against the Dillingham-Gardner immigration bill—to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petitions of A. J. Walls, of Lonoke, Ark; D. E. Baker
et al., and T. W. Abbott et al., for cotton demonstration work—
to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Walter C. Hud-
gon—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: Petitions of citizens of Clarksdale,
Tex.; Sterrett, Ind. T.; Petty, Tex., and Hugo, Ind. T., for an
appropriation for improvements in the upper Red River—to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: Paper to accompany bill for relief
of Washington Kurtzman—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. ZENOR : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Hiram
G, McLemore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

SENATE.

Frioay, January 11, 1907.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. EpwaArp E, HALE.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s
proceedings, when (on request of Mr. Kean, and by unanimous
consent) the further reading was dispensed with.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved.

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT MAIL MATTER.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a record of mail matter entered at the Washington City
post-office under the penalty privilege by the Department of
Agriculture; which, with the accompanying paper, was referred
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, and ordered to
be printed.

GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK AND ELEVATOR RAILWAY COMPANY.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the annual re-
port of the Georgetown Barge, Dock and Elevator Railway Com-
pany for the fiscal year ended December 31, 1906; which was
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia, and or-
dered to be printed.

FINDINGS BY THE COURT OF CLAIMS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate communica-
tions from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting certified copies of the findings of fact filed by the court in
the following causes:

In the cause of Harry N. Stearns, administrator of Francis
Josselyn, deceased, v. The United States;

In the cause of Adelaide B. Lindenberger #. The United
States; and j

In the cause of James Boro and Mary Boro, heirs of James
Boro, deceased, v. The United States.

The foregoing findings were, with the accompanying- papers,
referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted by the
Catholic Federation of Cleveland, Ohio, relative to the treatment
by the Republic of France of Catholies in that country; which
was referred fo the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of the National Business League
of Chieago, Ill., praying for the enactment of legislation to revise
the publie-land laws of the United States; which was referred to
the Committee on Public Lands.

He also presented a petition of the National Business League
of Chicago, Ill, praying for a reorganization of the consular
service of the United States; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. FRYE presented a petition of the congregation of the
Friends Church of Winthrop Center, Me., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to regulate the interstate transportation of
intoxieating liquors; which was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. GALLINGER prasented a petition of the Medical Society
of the District of Columbia, of Washington, D. C., praying for
the enactment of legislation providing for the reclamation of
Anacostia Flats in that District; which was referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

Mr. KEAN presented memorials of sundry citizens of Tren-
ton, Jersey City Heights, Elizabeth, Bridgeton, Washington, and
Gloucester County, all in the Stnte of New Jersey, remonstrat-
ing against the enactment of legislation requiring certain places
of business in the District of Columbia to be closed on Sunday ;
which were referred to the Committec on the District of Co-
lumbia.

He also presented the petition of Rev. John E. Parmly, of
Atlantic Highlands, N. J., praying for an investigation of the
charges made and filed ngalnst Hon. Reep Smoor, a Seunator
from the State of Utah; which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the New Jersey State Federa-
tion of Women'’s Clubs, praying for the enactment of legislation
to regulate child labor in the District of Columbia; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of the Farmers’ Institute
of Glendora, Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation for
the protection of animals, birds, and fish in the forest reserves
of California; which was referred to the Committee on Forest
Reservations and the Protection of Game.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Los Angeles,
Cal., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation reguir-
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